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CHAPTER  ONE 


INTRODUCTION 

Construction  contract  disputes  are  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem  for  the  United  States  Air  Force.  This  fact  becomes 
obvious  when  the  case  load  of  the  Air  Force  Directorate  of 
Contract  Appeals  (AFLC/JAB)  is  examined.  The  JAB  attorneys 
represent  the  Air  Force  on  contract  disputes  appealed  to  the 
Armed  Services  Board  of  Contract  Appeals  (ASBCA).  At  the 
end  of  1981,  JAB  was  handling  approximately  100  construction 
cases  with  contractor  claims  totalling  nearly  $16.3  million 
(36). 

Disputes  in  construction  cases  usually  center  around 
broad  issues  such  as  the  specifications,  the  design,  the 
inspection,  the  contractor’s  actions,  or  administration  of 
the  contract  by  the  Air  Force.  Events  or  actions  in  these 
areas  can  cause  conflicts  between  the  Air  Force  and  the 
construction  contractor,  which  can  in  turn  lead  to  a  con¬ 
tract  dispute  (2:72).  The  disputes  which  arise  between  the 
Air  Force  and  construction  contractors  may  result  in  many 
undesirable  consequences,  such  as  negative  feelings,  delays 
in  the  work,  and  Increased  costs. 

A  dispute  can  change  a  contractor’s  attitude  toward 
the  government,  particularly  if  the  dispute  involves  a  per¬ 
sonality  confict  or  a  serious  difference  in  interpretation 
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between  the  contractor  and  the  Air  Force.  This  type  of  situ 
ation  may  cause  the  contractor  to  avoid  future  government 
contracts.  It  may  also  prejudice  him  against  enthusiastic 
completion  of  the  disputed  contract  (30). 

Delayed  delivery,  where  "delivery "  means  completion 
of  the  construction  work,  can  result  from  some  action  taken 
by  the  Air  Force  or  the  contractor  in  one  of  the  categories 
mentioned  above  (specifications,  design,  inspection,  etc.). 
For  example,  the  contracting  officer  might  require  the  con¬ 
tractor  to  do  additional  work  which  will  force  the  antici¬ 
pated  completion  date  to  be  extended  (23:72).  In  effect, 
this  is  also  an  increase  in  cost,  since  the  extra  time  pre¬ 
vents  the  Air  Force  from  using  the  facility,  and  that  lost 
usage. could  easily  be  translated  to  a  dollar  value. 

There  are  several  ways  that  a  dispute  can  Increase 
the  cost  of  a  project.  For  example,  the  contractor  might 
charge  the  Air  Force  for  additional  work  not  included  in 
the  original  contract  when  that  work  is  encouraged  by  some 
action  of  the  Air  Force.  In  these  Instances,  the  Air  Force 
is  merely  paying  the  contractor  for  additional  construction, 
even  if  that  construction  is  not  really  necessary  by  the 
original  intentions  of  the  contract.  In  addition,  the 
rates  for  the  extra  construction  work  are  usually  higher 

i 

than  the  original  rates,  since  the  new  rates  are  negotiated, 
not  adopted  by  competitive  bidding  (23:97). 

Sometimes,  the  Air  Force  may  take  unwarranted 
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actions  which  decrease  the  contractor's  normal  efficiency 
of  operations.  Examples  of  this  are  overzealous  inspection, 
where  the  Air  Force  inspector  goes  beyond  the  normal  scope 
of  inspection,  or  an  abnormal  delay  of  a  test  by  the  Air 
Force  where  the  results  of  the  test  are  necessary  before 
further  progress  can  be  made  by  the  contractor  (23:72,90). 

The  Air  Force  must  reimburse  the  contractor  for  additional 
expenses  which  result  from  such  actions.  In  these  Instances, 
the  Air  Force  is  not  receiving  any  additional  construction 
for  the  extra  costs. 

Lastly,  there  are  both  administrative  and  profes¬ 
sional  costs  associated  with  handling  a  dispute.  The  admin¬ 
istrative  support  costs  result  from  the  man-hours  required 
for  compiling  evidence  and  negotiating  the  disputed  Issues. 
Added  administrative  costs  are  required  specifically  for 
cases  taken  to  the  ASBCA  level,  since  all  information  per¬ 
taining  to  the  dispute  must  be  further  compiled  and  con¬ 
densed  into  a  more  formal  format.  Other  administrative 
costs  are  related  to  transmitting  information  to  the  attor¬ 
neys.  Here  professional  costs  also  enter  in  the  form  of 
legal  expenses  for  attorneys  (6:17,19)^ 

The  following  discussion  of  the  Air  Force  construc¬ 
tion  contract  process  provides  a  background  for  later  anal- 

i 

yses  of  disputes  and  the  interrelationships  among  their 
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The  Air  Force  Construction  Contract  Process 

A  construction  contract  is  a  legal  agreement  whereby 
a  contractor  is  hired  to  build  a  new  facility,  modify  an 
existing  facility,  or  repair  an  existing  facility.  In  the 
Air  Porce,  the  contract  is  the  means  of  executing  a  construc¬ 
tion  project.  An  Air  Porce  construction  project  begins  when 
it  is  initially  conceived,  and  ends  when  the  work  is  com¬ 
pleted  and  both  the  contractor  and  the  Air  Porce  are  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  outcomes  of  the  contract  performance.  Through¬ 
out  the  life  of  the  project,  there  are  many  opportunities 
for  interaction  between  the  Air  Porce  and  the  contractor. 

Many  things  which  the  Air  Porce  does  affect  the  contractor, 
and  vice  versa.  The  principal  personnel  involved  in  the 
process  for  the  Air  Force  are  the  contracting  officer,  the 
designer,  the  specification  writer,  the  inspector,  and  the 
user  (the  person  who  initially  requests  the  work).  In  this 
study,  any  one  of  these  individuals  who  works  in  the  Base 
Civil  Engineering  or  Base  Contracting  organizations  and  has 
management  responsibility  over  a  construction  project  is 
called  an  "Air  Force  construction  contract  manager."  For 
the  contractor,  the  participants  are  the  superintendent  and 
the  workers,  plus  any  subcontractor  personnel. 

The  following  description  of  the  Air  Porce  construc¬ 
tion  contract  process  is  somewhat  simplified,  since  it  is 
intended  only  to  identify  the  possible  participants  in  a 
dispute  and  the  nature  of  the  project  which  is  being 
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disputed.  By  studying  how  these  elements  interact  with  the 
dispute  process,  it  is  possible  to  focus  attention  on  areas 
in  which  management  of  Air  Force  construction  projects  can 
be  improved. 

The  progress  of  a  typical  Air  Force  construction 
project  (Figure  1.1)  begins  when  someone  in  the  Air  Force 
develops  an  idea  for  a  project.  This  person,  the  user,  is 
usually  a  manager  within  a  mission-oriented  organization  on 
base,  or  any  of  the  support-oriented  organizations,  includ¬ 
ing  Base  Civil  Engineering.  The  user  submits  a  request  to 
Base  Civil  Engineering  to  accomplish  the  project.  It  i3 
also  possible  that  the  request  might  be  the  result  of  a 
higher  headquarters  directive,  where  the  idea  occurred  at  a 
higher  level  of  command  and  was  conveyed  down  to  base  level 
through  organizational  channels. 

Next,  the  Base  Civil  Engineering  organization 
reviews  the  request  to  determine  if  it  is  valid.  This 
review  includes  financial  (economic)  feasibility  as  well  as 
considerations  relating  to  the  authority  of  the  user  to  sub¬ 
mit  the  request. 

_  If  the  review  shows  the  project  to  be  a  valid  one, 

the  next  step  is  the  design  phase.  Design  involves  taking 
the  user’s  request  and  translating  it  into  a  set  of  docu¬ 
ments  which  can  be  used  by  a  contractor  to  bid  and  later  to 
complete  the  project.  These  documents  are  the  specifica¬ 
tions  and  drawings.  Another  output  of  the  design  phase  is 
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cost  estimate ,  which  is  used  in  the  contracting  phase  to 
determine  a  reasonable  monetary  level  for  contractor  bids. 
The  design  products  are  usually  prepared  in-house.  If  the 
scope  of  the  project  is  beyond  in-house  capability,  it  will 
either  be  handed  over  to  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE) 
or  contracted  out  to  a  professional  design  organization. 

After  design  is  complete,  the  project  is  handed  over 
to  the  contracting  officer  (CO),  who  attempts  to  find  a  con¬ 
tractor  to  do  the  work  specified  in  the  design  documents. 

The  selection  of  a  contractor  is  accomplished  by  soliciting 
bids  from  eligible  contractors,  and  choosing  the  one  who 
submitted  the  lowest  "responsive"  (complying  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bidding  process)  bid.  Once  a  suitable  con¬ 
tractor  has  been  found,  the  contract  is  awarded  to  that  con¬ 
tractor  and  work  begins  on  the  project.  At  this  point,  the 
inspection  activity  begins,  with  an  inspector  from  the  con¬ 
tract  management  section  cf  Base  Civil  Engineering  appointed 
as  the  representative  of  the  CO.  The  Inspector  monitors  the 
contractor's  progress  on  the  work  to  ensure  that  he  is  com- 
plying  with  the  terms  of  the  contract.  However,  the  inspec¬ 
tor  should  not  direct  the  work,  nor  take  any  other  action 
which  is  inconsistent  with  his  role  as  a  passive  evaluator. 
If  he  has  any  concerns,  they  should  be  recorded  in  the 
Inspector's  Dally  Log  and  made  known  to  the  CO. 

A  construction  project  is  complete  when  both  parties 
are  satisfied  with  the  results,  and  final  acceptance  and 
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payment  have  been  made.  A  disagreement  at  any  stage  of  the 
process  might  prevent  completion  of  the  project  and  cause  the 
dispute  process  to  begin. 

The  lines  of  work  flow  throughout  the  constuction 
contract  process  are  not  quite  as  definitive  as  Figure  1.1 
implies.  The  involvement  of  the  designer,  for  example,  is 
restricted  primarily  to  the  design  phase.  However,  he  might 
be  consulted  in  later  phases  of  the  project  by  the  inspector, 
who  may  want  to  compare  the  contractor's  progress  with  the 
intent  of  the  original  design  documents.  Since  he  is  the 
only  person  authorized  to  obligate  the  government,  the  CO 
is  also  involved  throughout  the  construction  contract  pro¬ 
cess.  He  sits  in  on  meetings  between  the  Air  Force  and  the 
contractor,  continuing  to  act  as  the  Air  Force’s  official 
spokesman  on  issues  such  as  changes  to  the  contract. 

The  Dispute  Process 

The  present  system  for  resolving  Air  Force  construc¬ 
tion  contract  disputes  operates  at  three  different  levels: 

1)  the  contracting  officer  level,  2)  the  AS3CA  level,  and 
3)  the  Judicial  level  (see  Figure  1.2). 

Although  many  contract  disputes  might  be  processed 
sequentially  through  all  three  levels,  in  practice  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  disputes  are  settled  at  the  CO  level.  The  remain¬ 
ing  disputes  are  appealed  to  the  ASBCA  level  or  directly  to 
the  Judicial  level  (26)^ 


(further 
appeal  option) 


3)  Judicial  Level  (COURT  OF  CLAIMS! 


Flgi.  1.2*  Disputes  process  flowchart  (adapted  from  23:221) 
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The  typical  dispivte  that  might  be  appealed  to  the 
ASBCA  begins  with  the  contractor's  dissatisfaction  with 
some  aspect  of  the  contract  or  the  Air  Force' 3  behavior 
during  the  performance  phase  of  the  contract.  This  dissat¬ 
isfaction  is  often  the  result  of  the  contractor's  feeling 
that  the  CO  is  enforcing  the  terms  of  the  contract  in  an 
unreasonable  manner,  although  the  problem  is  often  actually 
due  to  the  contractor's  financial  problems  or  chance  of 
profit.  The  contractor  states  his  dissatisfaction  to  the 
CO,  often  in  the  form  of  a  claim — a  request  for  money  or  a 
time  extension  to  compensate  for  additional  work.  The  con¬ 
tracting  officer  must  respond  to  the  contractor  with  a 
written  decision  regarding  the  disagreement  (23: lM).  It 
is  possible  that  the  dispute  will  be  settled  at  this  point 
to  the  satisfaction  of  both  parties. 

However,  if  the  contractor  is  displeased  with  the 
CO's  decision,  he  may  appeal  to  either  the  ASBCA  (level  2) 
or  directly  to  the  Court  of  Claims  (level  3).  This  appeal 
may  be  based  on  one  claim,  or  a  combination  of  related 
claims  (called  a  "multiple  claim  case").  Most  contractors 
decide  to  appeal  to  the  ASBCA  before  the  Court  of  Claims 
(26).  There  are  several  reasons  for  this.  First,  contrac¬ 
tors  know  that  if  the  ASBCA  decision  is  unsatisfactory, 
they  may  appeal  it  to  the  Court  of  Claims.  However,  if 
their  first  level  of  appeal  was  the  Court  of  Claims,  their 
only  remaining  appeal  option  is  the  unlikely  chance  that  the 
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Supreme  Court  would  hear  the  case.  Second,  contractors 
realize  that  the  ASBCA  has  worked  with  defense  contractors 
before  and  is  thus  more  likely  to  take  into  account  those 
factors  unique  to  defense  contracts.  Finally,  an  appeal 
to  the  ASBCA  is  often  quicker  and  cheaper  than  a  direct 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Claims  (6:17,19). 

If  the  case  is  taken  before  the  ASBCA,  a  Judge  will 
hear  both  sides  of  the  case  and  present  a  decision  on  the 
basis  of  either  "entitlement"  or  "both  entitlement  and  quan¬ 
tum.”  If  the  case  is  decided  on  entitlement  only,  the  deci¬ 
sion  is  restricted  to  who  won  the  case.  If  the  decision 
is  based  on  both  entitlement  and  quantum,  the  ruling  concern¬ 
ing  who  won  the  case  is  supplemented  by  quantitative  infor¬ 
mation  about  the  proper  amounts  of  time  and/or  money  which 
should  be  awarded  to  the  winner.  If  the  case  Is  a  multiple 

claim  case,  the  decision  will  address  each  Individual  claim 

» 

of  the  dispute.  Following  the  decision,  the  cases  which 
have  been  decided  only  on  the  basis  of  entitlement  will  be 
sent  back  to  the  base  CO  for  final  negotiation  and  settle¬ 
ment  with  the  contractor  (23:145). 

If  the  contractor  is  still  dissatisfied  with  the 
decision,  he  may  appeal  it  to  the  Court  of  Claims,  which  is 
the  first  stage  of  the  judicial  level.  The  final  point  of 
appeal  within  the  Judicial  level  is  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
(23:145),  which  Is  unlikely  to  hear  a  common  Air  Force  con¬ 
struction  contract  dispute. 
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Key  Variables 

In  disputed  cases,  there  are  three  variables  which 
describe  the  nature  of  projects,  disputes,  and  the  causes 
of  disputes — "project  features,"  "claim  categories,"  and 
"pertinent  facts,"  respectively. 

Project  Features 

Throughout  the  construction  contract  process,  there 
are  several  basic  characteristics  of  a  project  which,  taken 
together,  distinguish  that  project  from  other  similar  proj¬ 
ects.  These  are  called  "project  features."  Many  project 
features  provide  a  valuable  reference  point  for  understand¬ 
ing  disputed  construction  contracts.  The  following  five 
project  features  are  particularly  relevant  to  this  study: 

1.  Design  discipline 

2.  Type  of  work 

3.  Area  of  country  (geographical  location) 

4 .  Maj  or  command 

5.  Size  of  contract  (dollar  value) 

Each  of  these  project  features  (excepting  major  command) 
is  fully  defined  in  the  glossary  of  terms  in  Appendix  A. 

Claim  Categories 

Claim  categories  are  labels  for  claims  of  a  dispute. 
They  might  be  the  title  of  a  contract  clause  which  was  ref¬ 
erenced  by  the  contractor  In  order  to  describe  the  problem 
which  caused  the  dispute  (i.e.,  "differing  site  conditions"). 
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Alternately,  they  might  be  a  more  general  description  of  the 
type  of  problem  which  caused  the  dispute  Ci.e.,  "ambiguous 
specifications").  The  following  claim  categories,  defined 
in  Appendix  A  (Glossary),  are  particularly  relevant  to  this 
study: 

1.  Ambiguous  specifications  (1:62;  6:72;  8;  34: 

32-40) 

2.  Omissions  or  conflicts  in  specifications  (8; 
9:19-20;  18:78;  23:67;  29:33-34) 

3.  Errors  in  design  C 13 1 47 4 ;  24:469) 

4.  Contracting  officer  acting  improperly  (1:62; 

i 

6:72;  7:78;  |8;  9:26-28;  11:96;  12:20;  17:77;  18:78;  22;  30: 
58;  34:32-40;  35;  37:3-10;  38:70) 

5.  Delays  (24:469;  29:33-34) 

6.  Changes  (1:62;  9:19-20;  11:96;  14;  20;  24:469; 
28;  38:40) 

7.  Differing  site  conditions  (23:88;  26) 

Pertinent  Facts 

Pertinent  facts  are  events  or  activities  (identified 
by  the  presiding  ASBCA  Judge  in  a  construction  contract  dis¬ 
pute  case)  which  occur  during  the  various  phases  of  the  con¬ 
struction  contract  process  and  cause  disputes  to  occur.  The 
following  pertinent  facts,  defined  in  Appendix  A  (Glossary), 
are  particularly  relevant  to  this  study: 


1.  Contractor  failure  to  read  contract  documents 


adequately 

2.  Inadequate  site  investigation 

3.  Contractor  delays 

4.  Contractor  problems  with  the  additives  or  bid 

schedule 

5.  Contractor  underestimated  the  size  of  the  Job 

or  the  size  of  the  contract 
# 

6.  Problems  with  warranty  work 

7.  Government  management  issues 

8.  Contractor  management  activities  / 

9.  Contractor  reliance  on  previous  experience  or 
trade  practice  as  a  guide 

10.  Problems  with  submittals 

Research  Problem 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  examine  disputed  Air 
Force  construction  contracts  to  find  out  whether  there  are 
interactions  among  claim  categories,  pertinent  facts,  and 
project  features  which,  if  known,  could  be  used  by  lower 
level  construction  contract  managers  to  closely  examine 
future  contracts  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  disputes. 

Objectives 

To  solve  this  research  problem,  five  specific  objec¬ 
tives  guided  the  research: 
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1.  Identify  claim  categories  and  their  frequency  of 
o  ’.currence  in  60  ASBCA  construction  contract  dispute  cases 
heard  between  1977  and  1981 

2.  Identify  pertinent  facts  and  their  frequency  of 
occurrence  in  those  cases 

3.  Determine  the  project  features  in  those  cases 

4.  Determine  what,  if  any,  interrelationships 
exist  among  and  between  claim  categories,  pertinent  facts, 
and  project  features 

5.  Present  the  findings  of  the  study  in  a  form 
which  will  be  useful  to  lower  level  construction  contract 
managers  to  avoid  disputes 

Scope  and  Limitations 

This  study  deals  with  a  broad  subject  area  and  is 
intended  to  have  implications  for  Air  Force  construction 
contract  management.  Nonetheless,  the  scope  of  the  study 
is  restricted  by  the  following  criteria: 

1.  The  number  of  cases  studied  was  60 

2.  The  case  years  examined  were  1977  through  1981 

3.  Only  cases  at  the  ASBCA  level  were  examined 

4.  Only  projects  within  the  United  States  were 

examined 

These  limitations  relate  to  the  choices  of  research 
population  and  sample,  and  are  discussed  further  in  Chapter 
Five. 
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CHAPTER  TWO 


LITERATURE  REVIEW 
Introduction 

This  literature  review  Identifies  those  problem 
areas  believed  to  be  the  most  detrimental  to  the  success 
of  construction  contracts,  as  well  as  the  suspected  causes 
of  these  problems.  The  Information  presented  In  this  sec¬ 
tion  was  gathered  by  way  of  a  comprehensive  search  of  the 
Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology  (AFIT)  libraries,  the  Air 
Force  Weapons  Library  (AFWL),  and -the  Wright  State  Univers¬ 
ity  Library.  The  sources  of  the  information  included  AFIT 
theses.  Defense  Technical  Information  Center  (DTIC)  studies. 
Defense  Logistics  Information  Exchange. (DLSIE)  reports, 
government  publications,  and  trade  journals. 

The  studies  in  the  literature  differ  in  four  sig¬ 
nificant  respects:  1)  type(s)  of  contracts  studied  (con¬ 
struction,  supply,  research  and  development,  and/or  service 
contracts);  2)  phases  of  the  contracting  process  studied 
(specification  preparation,  advertising/bidding/awarding, 
contract  administration,  and/or  inspection);  3)  scope  of 
the  problems  analyzed;  and  4)  objectivity  of  the  research 
methods  used.  The  reasons  for  these  differences  are  due 
partly  to  the  nature  of  this  topic,  and  partly  to  the 
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different  interests  of  the  groups  supporting  or  performing 
the  studies. 

A  major  objective  of  many  of  the  research  studies 
which  analyzed  construction  contract  disputes  was  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  the  various  types  of 
claims.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  disparity  between  the 
rankings  of  claims  in  the  various  studies,  so  that  it  was 
impossible  to  develop  one  absolute  ranking  of  the  types  of 
claims  (see  Table  B-l,  Appendix  B).  However,  although  the 
differences  between  the  studies  prevent  direct  comparisons 
of  the  studies,  it  was  still  possible  to  extract  the  central 
ideas  from  all  of  the  studies  to  develop  a  general  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  claims  in  construction  contracts. 

When  the  literature  discusses  the  claims  put  forward 
by  the  contractor  at  the  outset  of  disputes,  it  frequently 
suggests  causes  for  those  disputes.  One  study  (2)  also  men¬ 
tioned  certain  distinguishing  characteristics  of  projects 
which  tend  to  affect  the  likelihood  of  disputes.  These  dis¬ 
tinguishing  characteristics  of  projects  closely  resemble 
project  features  as  described  in  Chapter  One,  and  include 
such  things  as  contract  type,  type  of  work,  type  of  product, 
and  total  contract  value.  Since  these  distinguishing  char¬ 
acteristics  appear  in  only  one  study,  they  have  been  omitted 
from  the  following  discussion.  The  discussion  will  focus 
mainly  on  contractors'  claims  and  the  causes  of  these  claims. 
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Discussion 


Contractors*  Claims  and  Suggested  Causes 

The  claims  put  forward  by  contractors  and  the  sug¬ 
gested  causes  of  these  claims  closely  resemble  the  variables 
described  in  Chapter  One  as  claim  categories  and  pertinent 
facts,  respectively.  The  literature  generally  centered  the 
discussion  around  a  certain  type  of  claim,  and  described  the 
various  possible  causes  for  the  claim.  There  was  one  major 
exception  to  this  format  which  involves  the  contractor's 
profit  motive  to  perform.  "The  prospect*  of  reduced  profit 
or  no  profit  on  a  Job  causes  parties  to  the  contract  to  seek 
methods  for  recovery  [38:70]." 

At  this  point,  the  possibility  of  recovery  through 
a  claim  may  become  the  only  way  to  make  a  project  profit¬ 
able. 

When  a  project  is  in  the  red,  the  contractor  usually 
reviews  its  entire  history  thoroughly,  looking  for  the 
reasons  why  it  is  losing  money.  If  he  finds  the  owner 
responsible  in  any  way,  he  then  exploits  this  with  a 
claim  [24:334], 

However,  having  mentioned  the  possibility  of  a  loss  of 
profit  being  a  motivator  for  the  contractor  to  enter  into 
the  disputes  process,  the  following  discussion  will  assume 
the  claims  forwarded  by  the  contractor  are  caused  by  factors 
other  than  a  lack  of  contractor  profit.  The  discussion  of 
claims  and  their  causes  will  be  discussed  under  the  follow¬ 
ing  headings: 

1.  Defective  specifications 

2.  Government  personnel  acting  improperly 


3^  Delays 

4^  Changes 

Defective  Specifications 

The  discussion  of  claims  In  the  literature  often 
presents  defective  specifications  as  the  most  frequent  type 
of  claim  forwarded  by  construction  contractors  (6:72s  34: 
32-40).  Problems  and  disputes  in  this  area  result  from  a 
failure  of  the  specifications  to  communicate  the  owner's 
desires  to  the  contractor  (9:21;  29:33)*  The  reasons  for 
these  breakdowns  in  communication  usually  involve  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  1 

1.  Errors  actually  committed  by  the  designer/ 
specifier  in  describing  the  owner's  desires 

.  j 

2.  An  unreasonable  interpretation  by  the  contractor 
of  the  specification  requirements. 

Three  of  the  claim  categories  listed  in  Chapter  One  fall 
within  the  defective  specifications  area  of  a  claim:  1)  am¬ 
biguities  in  specifications  claims;  2)  omissions/conflicts 
in  specification  claims;  and  3)  errors  in  specifications 
claims . 

Ambiguities  occur  when  a  qualitative  or  quantitative 
description  is  used  which  has  more  than  one  reasonable  inter¬ 
pretation  (9:19-20;  18:78;  27).  Some  words  are  so  suscepti¬ 
ble  to  misinterpretation  by  the  contractor,  and  so  difficult 
to  explain  to  a  Jury  or  ASBCA  Judge  in  possible  subsequent 
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disputes,  that  it  is  wiser  to  use  another  word  or  phrase  to 
describe  a  particular  activity  (29:33)*  Example  of  words  to 
avoid  or  use  with  care  include  the  following:  all,  any,  and/ 
or.  and,  at,  either,  both,  each,  clean,  smooth ,  square  and 
true,  level .  and  exact  (21). 

Conflicts  occur  when  the  different  requirements  in 
the  specification  do  not  contribute  toward  the  homogeneous 
product  desired  by  the  owner.  This  type  of  defect  frequent¬ 
ly  occurs  when  insufficient  time  is  allowed  for  specifica¬ 
tion  preparation  (13:^73)*  A  common  type  of  conflict 
involves  specifications  that  do  not  match  drawings  (15:62), 
a  situation  which  may  be  avoided  by  preparing  specifications 
concurrently  with  drawings  (17:78).  Also  conflicts  are  more 
likely  to  occur  when  dimensions,  capacities,  and  quantities 
are  shown  in  more  than  one  place  (29:33).  Omissions  (9:1 9; 
13:^75*  29:3^;  38:70)  occur  when  the  specification  fails  to 
describe  a  part  of  the  desired  end  product.  Disputes  in 
this  area  typically  involve  two  closely  related  issues  (3): 

1.  Should  the  omissions  have  been  obvious  to  the 
contractor  (often  determined  by  comparisons  with  normal 
trade  practices)?  If  so,  he  is  required  to  notify  the 
owner  regarding  the  omission  so  the  specification  can  be 
corrected  prior  to  contract  award. 

2.  According  to  normal  trade  practices,  did  the 
omission  concern  an  item  nearly  always  provided  as  a  part 
of  the  particular  end  product?  If  so,  there  Is  no  need  to 
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Include  such  a  requirement  in  the  specifications. 

Specifications  carry  an  implied  warranty  that  if 
they  are  complied  with,  a  satisfactory  product  will  result 
(9:20).  However,  many  specifications  include  requirements 
that  are  impossible  or  impracticable  to  achieve  (17:77778; 
18:78;  27).  This  type  of  defect  may  be  caused  by  errors  in 
specifications,  drawings,  and/or  design  (24:469). 

[An]  impossibility  quite  often  involves  situations 
in  which  performance  and  design  specifications  are 
mixed,  or  situations  where  specifically  named  items 
are  unavailable  [9:19]. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  may  also  be  caused  by  something  as 
simple  as  inconsistent  dimensions  (9:19).  Although  every 
effort  must  be  made  to  minimize  impossible/impracticable 
specifications,  man  is  fallible  and  will  continue  to  make 
mistakes  (13:474). 

In  addition  to  the  causes  cited  above,  there  are 
other  more  pervasive  causes  of  defective  specifications. 
These  underlying  causes  of  defective  specifications  are  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  following  paragraphs  and  include: 

1.  The  dynamic  nature  of  the  construction  envir¬ 
onment  ; 

2.  The  methods  used  to  develop  specifications;  and 

3.  The  qualifications  of  the  individuals  preparing 
the  specifications. 

The  rapid  rate  at  which  the  type  of  construction 
materials  and  design  methods  are  multiplying  and  changing 


/ 


makes  it  increasingly  more  difficult  for  specifiers,  design- 

i 

ers,  and  contractors  to  maintain  a  current  knowledge  of  the 
product  lines  and  construction  methods.  As  such,  this 
dynamic  environment  adds  to  the  difficulty  of  producing  a 
specification  free  of  defects  (25),  and  may  lead  to  omis¬ 
sions,  impossible  or  impracticable  requirements,  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  inaccurate  technical  data  in  specifications,  or 
added  difficulty  in  determining  whether  substitutions  for  « 

requirements  in  the  specifications  should  be  allowed  (deter¬ 
mination  of  "or  equal") (18:78).  The  following  situations 
particularly  cause  problems  for  specifiers,  designers,  and 
contractors: 

1.  When  new  products  are  specified  (15:6;  24:469); 

•  2.  When  old  products  are  specifed  in  new  applica¬ 
tions  (15:61;  24:469;  25); 

3.  When  specifiers/designers  use  new  design  or  con¬ 
struction  methods  for  which  the  industry  is  not  ready  (24: 

469;  25). 

A  practice  which  also  frequently  results  in  contrac¬ 
tual  problems/disputes  is  the  use  of  standard  contract  docu- 

m 

ments  (16).  This  practice  frequently  leads  to  outdated 
and  excessively  voluminous  specifications  that  also  may  not 
fit  the  particular  Job  (15:63;  17:78).  Attempts  to  fit  pre¬ 
vious  specifications  to  a  new  Job — "cut  and  paste"  specifi¬ 
cations — frequently  result  in  similar  problems  (24:469). 

Another  situation  which  further  aggravates  all  other 
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causes  of  defective  specifications  is  the  lack  of  competent 
and  experienced  specification  writers  (8;  15:60;  19;  31:22; 
33:11).  Schools  are  not  producing  individuals  trained  to 
write  specifications  (31:22).  Additionally,  the  low  start- 
ing  salaries  for  specifiers  often  attract  inexperienced, 
lower  quality  individuals  (8;  19).  These  individuals  often 
lack  field  construction  experience,  the  ability  to  write 
clearly  (33:11)*  and  adequate  knowledge  of  the  rapidly 
developing  line  of  current  products  (31:22).  The  findings 
of  one  very  detailed  study  in  the  area  of  defective  specifi¬ 
cations  are  presented  in  Tables  B-2  and  B-3,  Appendix  B. 

This  study  analyzed  the  most  frequent  sources  of  problems 
with  respect  to  producing  an  adequate  set  of  specifications 
as  perceived  by  both  owners  and  private  design  professionals 
(8). 

Thus,  the  literature  shows  that  defective  specifica¬ 
tions  have  been  established  by  a  number  of  investigators  as 
a  major  type  of  claim  which  may  result  from  many  different 
causes.  ^ 

Government  Personnel  Acting  Improperly 

Another  major  claim  put  forward  by  contractors 
involves  government  personnel  acting  improperly.  This  type 
of  claim  may  include  improper  inspection,  unfair  policies/ 
provisions,  improper  termination  procedures,  or  financial 
problems . 
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An  important  point  which  should  be  mentioned  here 
involves  the  cooperative  spirit  between  the  government 
the  contractor.  Frequently,  due  to  the  conflicting  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  government  and  the  contractor,  an  adversarial 
relationship  may  develop  between  the  two  parties  (11:96;  30; 
38:70).  Even  when  the  government  and  contractor  are  both 
cooperating,  it  is  difficult  to  successfully  complete  a  con¬ 
struction  contract.  The  existence  of  an  adversarial  rela¬ 
tionship  fesults  in  frequent  confrontations  between  the  gov¬ 
ernment  and  contractor,  which  often  impair  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  both  parties.  As  such,  an  adversarial  relationship 
between  the  government  and  contractor  increases  the  likeli¬ 
hood  of  occurrence  of  a  claim. 

Inspection.  Inspection,  like  specifications,  is  a 
particularly  sensitive  area  in  construction  contracts. 

Under  the  Air  Force  approach  to  construction,  "We  often  see 
the  low  bid  contractor,  who  provides  only  what  he  interprets 
to  be  adequate  response  to  the  plans  and  specs  in  order  to 
maximize  his  profits  [11:96]."  On  the  other  hand,  the  Air 
Force  construction  management  team,  with  the  inspector  as 
its  front-line  representative,  interprets  the  contract  docu¬ 
ments  in  a  way  that  will  maximize  the  results  they  expect 
to  produce  (11:96).  According  to  AFR  89-1,  the  inspection 
effort  must  insure  that 

The  construction  contractor  adheres  to  the  approved 
plans  and  specifications  to  insure  that  the  completed 
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project  provides  a  complete  and  usable  facility  that 
satisfies  the  requirement  for  which  it  was  originally 
Justified  C37:p.3-10]. 

Naturally,  because  the  contractor  and  inspector  have  dif¬ 
ferent  objectives,  everything  the  inspector  says  or  does 
is  subject  to  criticism  and  possible  suit  (7:78;  18:78). 
Thus,  it  is  important  thac  the  inspector  maintain  a  formal, 
arms-length,  businesslike  relationship  with  the  contractor, 
and  not  overstep  his  authority  (7:78;  30:58). 

Due  to  the  sensitive  nature  of  inspectors*  duties, 
close  supervision  and  control  of  inspectors’  actions  in  the 
field  are  required  in  order  to  reduce  the  chance  of  dis¬ 
putes.  This  need  for  close  supervision  is  made  more  acute 
by  the  fact  that  the  low  salaries  and  fees  provided  to  in¬ 
spectors  often  attract  low  quality  personnel  (7:78).  How¬ 
ever,  there  is  also  an  increasing  shortage  of  competent 
resident  engineers  (the  inspector’s  supervisor).  Thus,  the 
construction  industry  is  currently  plagued  by  incompetent 
inspectors  and  inadequate  supervision  of  inspectors’  actions 
in  the  field  (18:78). 

Due  to  the  "numerous  court  cases  throughout  the 
state  of  California  whereby  people  filed  suit  .  .  .  for 
incompetent  and  nonexistent  inspection  [12:20],"  California 
enacted  a  construction  inspector  practice  law  in  1978  to 
come  into  full  effect  by  1980  (12:20).  This  law  requires 
inspectors  to  pass  a  written  exam  and  register  with  the 
state  Board  of  Registered  Construction  Inspectors. 
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The  law  sets  up  four  divisions  of  inspectors: 
engineering  inspectors,  building  inspectors,  specialty 
inspectors  (of  which  there  are  about  14  kinds),  and 
code  enforcement  inspectors.  .  .  [12:20]. 

Several  other  states  have  adopted  or  are  considering  con¬ 
struction  inspection  laws. 

One  of  the  most  critical  of  the  inspector's  tasks  is 

Ik 

proper  documentation. 

The  legal  principles  applicable  to  any  design  or 
construction  case  are  typically  quite  basiq  and  uncom-  * 

plicated.  ...  It  is  the  assembly  and  proof  of  facts 
that  is  so  critical.  ... 

For  this  reason,  documentation  should  not  be  taken 
lightly  or  relegated  to  lower  echelon  personnel  [32:40]. 

The  process  of  documentation  may  be  subdivided  into  a  number 

I 

of  subtasks:  "1)  Recognition,  collection  and  recordation. 

2)  Reporting,  distribution,  and  transmission.  3)  Initial 
utilization.  4)  Storage.  5)  Retrieval  [32:40]."  Each  of 
these  steps  relies  strongly  on  the  other  steps.  One  weak 
link  can  break  the  chain.  Additionally,  the  documentation 
system  should  be  easy  to  use,  efficient,  and  effective.  In 
order  to  be  effective,  the  evidence  collected  must  possess 
the  following  characteristics:  1)  accuracy,  2)  objectivity, 

3)  completeness,  4)  uniformity,  5)  credibility,  and  6)  admis-  , 

sability  of  evidence  (22;  32:40). 

Proper  documentation  is  essential  once  a  dispute  has 
been  initiated.  Prior  to  the  dispute  hearing,  the  parties 
to  the  lawsuit  can  probably  get  information  about  the  docu¬ 
mentation  in  the  hands  of  the  other  party.  If  the  facts  in 
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the  documentation  favor  the  party  from  whom  the  documents 
are  requested,  the  discovering  party  may  not  be  as  likely 
to  continue  the  dispute  (22;  32:40-41). 

One  representative  study  included  a  questionnaire 
with  the  purpose  of  identifying  the  most  frequent  problems 
with  inspection  in  construction  contracts  (35).  Forty-one 
percent  of  the  responses  from  owners,  consultants,  and  inde¬ 
pendent  inspection  agencies  indicated  the  problems  are 
related  to  the  lack  of  competent  inspectors,  26  percent  of 
the  responses  indicated  the  problems  are  related  to  incom¬ 
petent  contractor  personnel,  and  approximately  33  percent 
of  the  problems  are  related  to  policies  or  conditions,  such 
as 

1.  Low  fees  and  low  salaries  for  inspectors 

2.  Specifications  produced/used  that  make  inspec¬ 
tion  difficult  and  compliance  hard  to  enforce 

3.  Contractors  cutting  corners 

4.  Owners  not  realizing  the  importance  of  funding 
for  good  full-time  inspection 

5.  Uneven  work  loads  that  make  it  difficult  to  main¬ 
tain  a  permanent  staff. 

From  the  contractor’s  perspective,  the  following 
are  the  most  frequently  encountered  problems  with  respect  to 
inspection  in  construction  contracts : (35) : 
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1.  Specification  interpretation  by  inspectors  (29*) 1 

2.  Work  habits  of  inspectors  (29%) 

3.  Lack  of  experience  by  inspectors  (20%) 

4.  Inspector  interference  with  contractor’s 

.  i  <  ' 

operation  (10 JO 

S  v 

5\  Attitude  of  inspectors  (8jt). 

•.  6.  Honesty  of  inspectors  (2%) 

'  \  1 

7.  Lack  of  technical  training  by  inspectors  (2%) 

Unfair  pollcles/provislons  and  clauses.  The  con¬ 
tractor  often  claims  that  certain  policies/provisions  in  the 
contract  are  unfair  (1:62;  6: 72;  9:26,28;  17:77;  18:78;  24: 
469).  The  vocabulary  used  in  the  literature  to  describe 
this  type  of  dispute  includes  such  terms  as  liquidated  dam¬ 
ages,  policies/unfair  provisions,  and  broad  exculpatory 
clauses . 

If  contracts  are  not  written  and  administered  fairly, 
disputes  will  surely  arise  (18:78).  Recently  the  courts 
have  been  ruling  in  favor  of  the  contractor  in  claims  involv¬ 
ing  policies/unfair  provisions  or  broad  exculpatory  clauses 
claims  (9:26-27;  18:78).  Since  contracts  are  developed  by 
owners  and  for  owners,  contractors  were  being  abused  in  some 


For  the  above-mentioned  study,  percentages  refer 
to  the  number  of  times  an  answer  is  given  by  one  of  the 
respondents.  Each  respondent  may  report  more  than  one  prob¬ 
lem  area. 
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instances.  Thus,  to  restore  equity  in  contracts,  the  courts 
have  been  supporting  contractors  in  disputes  involving 
unfair  policies/broad  exculpatory  clauses. 

The  use  of  owner-prepared  schedules  also  results  in 
contract  disputes  (17:77).  If  the  contractor  falls  behind 
schedule,  he  often  asserts  that  meeting  the  owner-prepared 
schedule  would  have  been  impossible  or  impractical. 

Improper  termination  procedures.  The  claim  of  gov¬ 
ernment  personnel  acting  improperly  may  also  occur  in  the 
form  of  improper  termination  procedures.  The  literature 
presents  three  subcategories  of  improper  termination  pro¬ 
cedures:  1)  improper  termination  for  default,  2)  improper 
termination  for  convenience,  and  3)  defective  cure  notice 
(1:62;  6:72;  31* : 32— 40 ) .  Disputes  in  the  area  of  improper 
termination  procedures  generally  involve  the  terms  of  the 
termination  and  whether  the  actions  taken  by  the  government 
were  warranted. 

Financial  problems.  Another  subcategory  of  "govern¬ 
ment  personnel  acting  improperly"  claims  is  known  as  finan¬ 
cial  problems.  It  involves  incidents  whereby  some  act  com¬ 
mitted  by  the  government  creates  unwarranted  financial 
difficulties  for  the  contractor  which  are  detrimental  to  the 
contractor’s  performance  (34:32-40).  The  important  Issues 
in  this  type  of  claim  involve  whether  or  not  the  government 
was  responsible  for  the  financial  difficulties  experienced 
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by  the  contractor  and/or  the  extent  to  which  these  financial 
difficulties  impaired  the  contractor's  performance. 


Delays 

The  literature  also  reveals  that  claims  may  be  for¬ 
warded  when  the  contractor's  performance  is  delayed  by 
forces  beyond  his  or  her  control;  these  are  known  as  delay 
claims.  Whenever  the  contractor's  performance  is  delayed  by 
forces  beyond  his  control,  the  government  must  provide  addi- 
tional  time  and/or  money  to  the  contractor.  Two  of  the 
major  sources  of  delays  are  government  action/non-action  and 
acts  of  Qod/labor  movements.  This  type  of  dispute  often 
results  in  the  most  expensive  claims  (24:469). 


Government  caused  delays.  Contract  disputes  often 
occur  as  a  result  of  government  caused  delays.  Any  delay 
caused  by  the  government  affects  the  contractor's  schedule, 
and  thus  results  in  additional  costs  (24:333-334).  This 
type  of  dispute  involves  whether  the  owner  or  contractor  was 
responsible  for  the  delays,  and/or  how  much  additional  cost 
was  a  result  of  the  delays.  I 

There  are  many  ways  in  which  the  owner  (the  govern¬ 
ment),  the  engineer,  or  the  contractor  may  cause  delays 
(24:333-334).  Some  examples  of  owner  caused  delays  include: 

delaying  contract  award;  failing  to  give  access  to 
the  work  site;  letting  other  contracts  in  the  same 
area;  delaying  decision;  failing  to!  pay  for  extra  work, 
to  settle  change  order  costs,  approve  submissions,  or 
provide  burrow  and  dump  sites  [24:333]. 
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The  engineer  may  delay  the  contractor  by  "failing  to  approve 
shop  drawings  or  materials  on  time,  giving  ambiguous  direc¬ 
tions,  wrongfully  rejecting  work,  or  refusing  to  accept 
materials  that  meet  specifications  [24:333]." 

Acts  of  God  or  labor  movements.  Acts  of  God  include 
such  things  as  unusually  harsh  weather  or  natural  disasters 
which  unexpectedly  delay  the  contractor’s  performance. 

Labor  movements  involve  such  things  as  union  strikes  which 
greatly  reduce  the  readily  available  supply  of  labor.  There 
is  a  clause  in  government  contracts  which  states  the  contrac¬ 
tor  is  not  held  responsible  for  delays  due  to  acts  of  God  or 
labor  movements  (Department  of  Defense  Standard  Form  23-A, 
General  Provisions:  Construction  Contract,  Rev.  4-75). 
Therefore,  disputes  involving  these  types  of  delays  often 
result  when  the  government  believes  the  factors  causing  the 
delay  were  controllable  by  the  contractor,  and/or  agreement 
between  the  government  and  contractor  cannot  be  reached 
regarding  the  exact  effect  of  these  delays. 

Changes 

Another  frequent  type  of  claim  discussed  In  the  lit¬ 
erature  is  changes  claims  (4:19-20;  11:96;  14:20;  24:\69; 

28;  38:40).  There  are  three  subcategories  of  changes 
claims : 

1.  Government  and  contractor  failure  to  agree  on 


terms  of  a  change  issued  by  the  contracting  officer  (1:62; 
9:20;  11:96;  : 469 ) , 

2.  Changed  site  conditions  (9:20;  14:154;  20;  38: 
70) 


3.  Constructive  changes  (24:469). 

As  such,  changes  claims  result  when  the  government  and  the 
contractor  fail  to  agree  on  whether  a  change  to  the  original 
contract  actually  occurred,  and/or  the  terms  of  the  change 
order  (9:19-20;  11:96;  14;  24:469;  38:469).  Failure  to 
agree  on  whether  a  change  actually  occurred  applies  mainly 
to  changed  site  conditions  and  constructive  changes. 


Failure  to  agree  on  terms  of  a  change.  This  type  of 
change  claim  involves  situations  in  which  the  government  and 
contractor  fail  to  agree  on  the  terms  of  a  change  (9:19; 
11:96;  24:469).  For  example,  when  a  contracting  officer 
makes  a  change  to  the  contract,  the  contractor  performs  the 
work  associated  with  the  change,  and  the  government  and  con¬ 
tractor  later  negotiate  the  time  and  money  compensation  for 
the  change.  Many  times  the  government  and  contractor  fail 
to  reach  an  agreement  on  the  terms  of  a  change.  When  this 
situation  occurs,  the  contracting  officer  may  unilaterally 
issue  whac  he  or  she  believes  to  be  fair  compensation  for 
the  change  to  the  contract.  If  the  contractor  disagrees 
with  these  terms,  a  dispute  results  which  may  end  in  a  claim. 
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Thus,  at  any  time  a  change  to  the  contract  occurs,  a  claim 
may  result. 

There  are  four  major  causes  for  changes  in  contracts 
1)  changes  due  to  design  defects  (4;  28:26),  2)  changes 
requested  by  the  owner  (4}  28:26),  3)  changes  in  criteria 
(4),  and  4)  changed  site  conditions  (4).  These  changes  most 
frequently  occur  during  construction  or  modification  of  hos¬ 
pitals,  barracks,  and  senior  headquarters  facilities,  as 
well  as  during  pollution  abatement  and  energy  related  proj¬ 
ects  (4).  The  magnitude  of  changes  in  government  construc¬ 
tion  contracts  is  estimated  to  be  between  8  and  11  percent 
of  the  initial  contract  amount,  approximately  the  same  as 
found  in  non-government  construction  contracts  (4;  28:26). 

Changed  conditions.  Changed  conditions  occur  when 
the  conditions  as  specified  in  the  contract  do  not  match  the 
actual  conditions  encountered  by  the  contractor  at  the  con¬ 
struction  site  (9:20,28;  14:154;  20;  38:70).  The  government 
and  contractor  may  disagree  as  to  whether  changed  conditions 
actually  occurred  and/or  the  effects  of  the  changed  condi¬ 
tions  on  the  contractor's  performance.  Some  examples  of 
changed  conditions  include  the  following  (9:28;  38:40): 

1.  Failure  by  the  owner  to  disclose  superior  know¬ 
ledge  in  the  documents 

2.  Subsurface  conditions  not  as  indicated  by  soil 

borings 
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3.  Failure  by  preceding  contractor  to  complete  work 


on  time. 

In  most  instances  changed  conditions  cannot  be  anticipated 
or  are  of  such  diverse  character  that  they  are  not  readily 
controllable  (4).  They  occur  most  often  below  ground  rather 
than  above  ground.  Since  heavy  subsurface  construction  work 
is  extremely  expensive  today,  changed  conditions  associated 
with  underground  work  are  usually  extremely  costly,  running 
into  millions  of  dollars  (14:154-155). 

Constructive  changes.  Constructive  changes  are 
changes  other  than  those  directed  by  the  coi.cracting  officer 
that  lead  to  extra  costs  for  the  contractor  (24:469).  This 
type  of  change  occurs  when  some  act  committed  by  the  govern¬ 
ment  reasonably  leads  a  contractor  to  believe  that  the  gov¬ 
ernment  wants  a  change  t.o  the  original  contract,  although 
the  government  did  not  actually  desire  a  change.  Thus,  dis¬ 
putes  in  the  area  of  constructive  changes  involve  whether 
a  government  act  reasonably  led  the  contractor  to  believe 
the  government  wanted  a  change.  The  amount  of  adjustments 
of  money  and  construction  time  associated  with  the  change 
may  also  be  disputed.  Constructive  changes  have  become 
very  popular  dispute  issues  (24:469). 

Conclusion 

The  literature  identifies  various  types  of  claims 
which  occur  in  construction  contracts.  The  claims  closely 


resemble  the  claim  categories  described  and  listed  in  Chap¬ 
ter  One.  Many  of  the  studies  in  the  literature  also  devel¬ 
oped  rankings  of  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  the  various 
types  of  claims.  There  is  quite  a  disparity  between  the 
rankings  provided  in  these  studies.  Thus,  an  absolute  rank¬ 
ing  of  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  the  various  claim 
categories  does  not  exist. 

For  two  of  the  types  of  claims,  defective  specifi¬ 
cations  claims  and  inspection  claims,  comprehensive  rankings 
of  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  the  direct  causes  of  these 
types  of  claims  have  been  developed.  However,  no  such  rank¬ 
ings  of  direct  causes  have  been  developed  for  the  other  types 
of  claims. 

The  literature  also  identifies  many  different  types 
of  factors  which  influence  the  occurrence  of  claims  in  con¬ 
struction  contracts: 

1.  Direct  causes  (closely  resembling  pertinent  facts 
as  described  in  Chapter  One)  of  specific  types  of  claims; 

2.  Distinguishing  characteristics  of  projects 
(closely  resembling  project  features  as  described  in  Chapter 
One)  which  influence  the  likelihood  of  a  claim  occurring 

3.  A  lack  of  contractor  profit  in  the  project  which 
influences  the  likelihood  of  a  claim  occurring 

4.  An  adversarial  relationship  between  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  contractor  which  influences  the  likelihood  of  a 
claim  occurring. 


35 


The  relationship  between  the  claims  and  their  causes  is  very 
complex  and  difficult  to  understand,  since  claims  often  result 
from  multiple  causes. 

No  previous  study  has  attempted  to  analyze  this  com¬ 
plex  network  of  factors. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The  methodology  of  this  research  included  two  steps: 
data  collection  and  data  analysis..  The  data  collection  step 
involved  gathering  secondary  data  from  a  literature  review 
and  primary  data  from  sixty  ASBCA  cases.  The  data  analysis 
step  involved  applying  statistical  techniques  to  the  primary 
data  from  the  data  collection  phase.  Both  steps  of  the 
methodology  are  discussed  in  this  chapter. 

Data  Collection 

Sources  of  Data 

Secondary  data  were  gathered  In  ^^pmgrehehalve 
literature  review  on  construct lotMrOnSract  disputes  and 
related  topics.  The  results  of  the  literature  review  are 
presented  in  Chapter  Two.  The  role  of  this  secondary  data 
was  to  help  the  authors  determine  what  project  features, 
claim  categories,  and  pertinent  facts  have  been  identified 
by  previous  research. 

Primary  data  from  60  disputed  Air  Force  construction 
contract  cases  were  collected  by  examining  case  decisions  of 
ASBCA  hearings.  These  case  decisions,  called  "decisions" 
henceforth,  are  bound  in  annual  volumes  with  other  Boards  of 


Contract  Appeals  (BCA)  decisions  (3).  They  are  written  by 
the  presiding  ASBCA  Judge. 

Each  decision  contains  an  introduction,  a  "findings 
of  fact"  section,  and  a  section  containing  the  judge’s  rul¬ 
ing  on  individual  claims.  The  introduction  section  is  a 
brief  summary  of  the  claims  and  major  issues  of  the  case. 

It  also  includes  a  list  of  attorneys  on  the  case  for  both 
the  government  and  the  contractor.  The  findings  of  fact  sec¬ 
tion  contains  an  explanation  of  all  facts  relevant  to  the 
• 

nature  of  the  claim(s).  The  section  is  actually  a  series  of 
"findings,"  sometimes  numbered.  Each  finding  deals  with 
some  minor  point  of  contention  (subordinate  to  the  claim)  or 
some  fact  which  helps  to  clarify  the  reasons  for  the  claim, 
the  role  of  the  participants,  or  trie  participants*  actions 

r 

'during  the  perforfiBTlL*.  ui'  liln  mu'.ract .  The  discussion  in 
each  finding  is  usually  based  on  the  Judge's  evaluation  of 
testimony  by  witnesses  for  both  parties  to  the  dispute. 

The  last  element  of  the  decision  is  the  Judge's  rul¬ 
ings  on  the  claims  of  the  case.  If  the  case  is  being  de¬ 
cided  on  the  basis  of  entitlement  ( non-quant itative)  only, 
this  section  contains  a  statement  on  the  validity  of  each 
party's  position  on  the  claims,  and  a  ruling  on  which  posi¬ 
tion  is  correct.  If  the  case  Is  decided  on  the  basis  of 
both  entitlement  and  quantum,  the  ruling  on  each  party's 
position  is  followed  by  a  ruling  on  the  correct  amounts  of 
time  and/or  money  to  be  awarded.  This  section  also  includes 


legal  information,  such  as  precedent  citations  or  explana¬ 
tions  of  appropriate  legal  procedures. 

The  ASBCA  cases  in  the  BCA  casebooks  can  be  distin¬ 
guished  from  other  BCA  cases  by  using  the  various  indices 
at  the  beginning  of  each  volume. 

This  study  will  only  be  concerned  with  disputes  at 
the  ASBCA  level  (instead  of  cases  from  the  other  levels  of 
the  dispute  process  described  in  Chapter  One).  There  are 
several  reasons: 

1.  The  ASBCA  level  is  preferred  over  the  Contract¬ 
ing  Officer  level  since  the  ASBCA  case  decisions  are  a  more 
uniform  and  objective  reporting  of  the  facts  and  outcomes 
of  a  dispute  than  the  individual  contract  case  files  (2). 

2.  Cases  which  have  advanced  to  the  ASBCA  level 
take  on  an  added  degree  of  significance  over  the  Contract¬ 
ing  Officer  level  cases  because  the  ASBCA  level  cases  usu¬ 
ally  involve  added  administrative  and  professional  costs 
(6:72). 

3.  Judicial  level  cases  are  not  considered  because 
fewer  cases  advance  to  that  level.  The  greater  number  of 
construction  contract  disputes  end  up  at  the  ASBCA  level 
(26). 

4.  The  ASBCA  deals  with  more  defense  contracts  than 
the  Judicial  level  courts  and  has  more  familiarity  with 
problems  unique  to  defense  construction  contracts  (6:72). 


The  Research  Population 

The  research  population  for  this  study  consists  of 
all  Air  Force  construction  contract  dispute  cases  which  met 
all  of  the  following  criteria: 

1.  The  decision  was  rendered  by  the  ASBCA  between 
1977  and  1981. 

2.  The  project  was  located  within  the  United  States. 

3.  The  name  of  the  Air  Force  base  was  mentioned  in 
the  decision. 

4.  The  case  was  the  initial  appeal  of  a  given  dis¬ 
pute,  not  a  "reconsideration"  of  an  earlier  board  decision. 

These  .criteria  were  established  to  ensure  the  appli¬ 
cability  of  the  findings  to  current  Air  Force  construction 
contract  management  in  the  U.S.  The  last  two  criteria  also 
ensured  that  the  cases  were  Air  Force  cases  and  that  all  the 
information  items  required  for  this  study  were  present  in 
the  decisions.  There  were  104  cases  in  this  population 
(see  Appendix  C). 

The  Research  Sample 

The  cases  in  the  population  were  listed  in  chrono¬ 
logical  order  and  60  were  selected  by  a  Judgement  sampling 
technique.  Starting  with  year  1981  of  the  population  cases, 
every  other  case  was  chosen  until  60  cases  had  been  selected, 
which  occurred  in  the  year  1977.  Later,  the  60  cases  were 
divided  up  between  team  members,  who  checked  them  again  to 
be  sure  that  they  met  eligibility  requirements.  This 


40 


^  WMW  I  Jill 

■  K  ftitlfritf  ^iri1|jnirti<  > 


MW'  '  luw^pipuillUiJpilFii 


forced  removal  of  some  cases  from  the  population  case  list. 
To  fill  those  slots  on  the  sample  list,  some  of  the  cases 
that  had  been  skipped  earlier  in  the  sampling  procedure 
were  selected. 

The  number  of  cases  chosen  (60)  was  based  on  prelim¬ 
inary  estimates  by  the  researchers  of  the  amount  of  time 
necessary  to  review  and  analyze  an  ASBCA  case.  This  conven¬ 
ience  criterion  was  then  used  to  estimate  how  many  cases  the 
researchers  could  cover  in  a  reasonable  period  of  time. 

lase  Review  Form 

Once  the  sample  cases  had  been  selected,  the  next 
step  was  to  extract  information  from  each  case  and  put  it 
into  a  format  which  could  be  used  for  statistical  analysis 
and .interpretation.  In  order  to  accomplish  this,  a  case 
review  form  was  developed. 

The  case  review  form  is  a  vehicle  for  recording 
relevant  information  relating  to  claims.  It  fulfilled  two 
Important  roles: 

1.  It  offered  a  central  location  for  all  relevant 
information  on  a  case.  If  it  was  necessary  to  refer  to  a 
given  case  at  a  later  point  for  clarification,  the  case 
review  form  was  a  ready  reference  sheet. 

2.  It  provided  consistency  among  the  evaluations 
of  different  cases.  Since  the  form  contained  the  same  ele¬ 
ments  of  information  for  every  case,  it  allowed  cases  to  be 

kl 


•  J  J  J  “L*  1  J1.  *  ±*'**.m  'mTm  1- .'*  '.  ■  •■  U  ■  I 


evaluated  on  a  common  basis.  This  produced  uniformity  by 
reducing  the  variation  due  to  the  individual  characteris¬ 
tics  of  the  researchers. 

Development  of  the  Form 

The  first  step  in  the  design  of  the  case  review  form 
was  to  determine  appropriate  entries  for  the  form.  The 
entries  were  based  on  applicable  construction  contract  infor¬ 
mation  from  the  literature  review,  the  prior  knowledge  of 
the  researchers,  and  an  initial  review  of  eight  ASBCA  cases 
(not  necessarily  the  same  as  those  on  the  sample  list) (see 
Appendix  D).  This  initial  case  review,  conducted  by  both 
team  members,  was  designed  to  find  additional  pertinent 
facts  and  claim  categories,  and  to  confirm  the  applicability 
of  those  suggested  by  the  literature  review. 

As  a  result  of  the  initial  case  review  and  survey  of 
existing  information,  a  draft  case  review  form  was  developed. 
The  draft  form  was  then  used  by  both  team  members  to  review 
another  eight  cases  (different  from  those  in  the  initial 
case  review,  and  not  necessarily  the  same  as  those  in  the 
sample  list).  The  results  of  the  two  case  reviews  were  then 
compared.  This  second  case  review  was  used  to  ensure  the 
case  review  form  accurately  collected  the  required  informa¬ 
tion  from  the  cases.  The  review  was  also  intended  to  ensure 
that  both  team  members  had  a  similar  understanding  of  the 
meaning  of  the  entries  on  the  form. 
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When  the  second  case  review  was  complete,  a  final 
case  review  form  was  developed  (Figure  3.1). 

Description  of  the  Form 

The  final  case  review  form  contains  the  following 
five  sections: 

1.  Heading.  The  heading  section  includes  informa¬ 
tion  which  helps  to  locate  the  case  if  the  write-up  in  the 
casebooks  must  be  referred  to  later  for  more  details.  The 
heading  also  helps  to  establish  the  identity  of  a  given  case 
through  the  case  number,  date,  and  the  name  of  contractor 
(which  is  also  the  title  of  the  case). 

2.  Case  information.  This  section  includes  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  the  outcome  of  the  claim  and  the  basis  of 
decision  (entitlement  and  quantum),  as  well  as  the  amounts 
claimed  and  awarded. 

3.  Project  features.  This  information  describes 
the  nature  of  the  project  associated  with  the  claim.  For 
example,  the  type  of  work  involved  in  the  project  and  the 
design  discipline  required  for  the  work  associated  with  the 
claim  are  both  mentioned. 

4.  Claim  categories.  These  items  are  intended  to 
correspond  directly  to  the  claims  of  the  cases.  They  might 
be  the  actual  title  of  a  claim,  based  on  a  contract  clause 
(i.e.,  differing  site  conditions)  or  a  general  categoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  type  of  claim  (i.e.,  ambiguous  specifications). 
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5.  Pertinent  facts.  Pertinent  facts  help  to  ex¬ 
plain  why  a  given  claim  occurred.  They  give  information 
related  to  the  performance  phase  of  a  project,  and  any  other 
facts  the  Judge  felt  were  pertinent  to  the  nature  of  a 
claim. 

Using  the  Form 

After  the  final  case  review  form  had  been  developed 
and  tested,  it  was  used  to  examine  the  60  cases  in  the  sam¬ 
ple.  (See  Appendix  C  for  the  completed  forms.)  In  order  to 
decide  which  claim  categories  were  appropriate  in  a  given 

decision,  the  concluding  (rulings)  section  of  the  decision 

‘  ! 

was  inspected.  If  there  were  two  or  more  claims  in  one  case 
(a  "multiple  claim  case”),  a  separate  form  was  used  for  each 
claim,  since  each  claim  had  its  own  individual  characteris¬ 
tics,  and  could  have  been  appealed  apart  from  other  claims 
if  the  appellant  had  chosen  to  do  so. 

j  •• 

Appropriate  pertinent  facts  could  come  from  any 
part  of  the  decision  (introduction,  findings,  or  rulings), 
as  long  as  they  were  relevant  to  the  nature  of  the  claim. 

A  pertinent  fact  might  relate  to  a  contractor  action  or  a 
government  action.  It  might  have  been  based  on  a  point 
which  was  brought  up  by  the  contractor’s  attorney,  the  gov¬ 
ernment’s  attorney,  or  the  Judge  himself.  It  was  possible 
to  have  more  than  one  pertinent  fact  for  a  given  claim  cate¬ 
gory.  The  final  decisions  on  appropriateness  of  pertinent 
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facts  from  each  case  were  based  on  the  team  members’  mutual 
understanding  of  the  meanings  of  the  individual  pertinent 
facts  on  the  case  review  form.  Additional  and  new  pertinent 
facts  were  selected  on  the  basis  of  a  similar  mutual  under¬ 
standing  of  the  general  nature  of  pertinent  facts. 

For  multi-claim  cases,  an  evaluation  was  made  of 
the  applicable  pertinent  facts  for  each  claim.  In  such 
instances,  one  pertinent  fact  might  relate  to  all  of  the 
claims.  For  example,  in  a  case  with  two  claims  (differing 
site  conditions  and  ambiguous  specifications),  the  same 
pertinent  fact  (poor  documentation)  might  apply  to  both 
claim  categories.  On  the  other  hand,  each  claim  category 
might  have  its  own  unique  pertinent  facts. 

Each  of  the  last  three  sections  of  the  form  contain 
blanks  for  comments  and  additional  items  (project  features, 
claim  categories,  and  pertinent  facts).  These  blanks  gave 
the  researchers  an  opportunity,  while  reading  the  cases, 
to  explain  or  expand  on  an  item  which  was  not  clear-cut, 
or  to  propose  a  new  item  if  appropriate.  The  comments 
blanks  gave  enough  information  concerning  crucial  issues 
that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  refer  to  the  casebooks  if 
a  later  reorganization  of  claim  categories  and  pertinent 
facts  occurred.  The  additional  item  blanks  were  used  to 
list  an  appropriate  project  feature,  claim  category,  or 
pertinent  fact  that  was  not  on  the  list. 
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Review  of  the  Completed  Forms 


After  all  the  cases  in  the  sample  had  been  reviewed, 
the  investigators  determined  what  case  information  items, 
project  features,  claim  categories,  and  pertinent  facts 
resulted  from  the  data  collection  step.  As  a  result  of  the 
conference,  a  list  of  these  items  was  prepared  (see  Appendix 
E). 

Coding  and  Categorizing  the  Information 

The  list  of  items  resulting  from  the  data  collection 
step  was  condensed  to  a  list  of  four  case  information  items, 
five  project  features,  seven  claim  categories,  and  eleven 
pertinent  facts.  The  condensing  process  was  necessary  for 
efficient  application  of  statistical  techniques.  Numerical 
codes  were  then  assigned  to  the  lists  of  seven  claim  cate¬ 
gories  and  eleven  pertinent  facts  so  that  the  data  could  be 
statistically  analyzed.  Figure  3*2  presents  an  overview  of 
the  coding  process. 

Project  features  were  merged  with  case  information 
to  form  a  special  group  called  "analysis  factors."  This 
group  was  developed  strictly  for  statistical  analysis. 
Although  the  two  types  of  information  have  different  mean¬ 
ings,  they  have  structures  which  are  similar  enough  to  war¬ 
rant  grouping  them  together  for  analysis  purposes.  Both 

* 

project  features  and  case  information  have  a  number  of  dif¬ 
ferent  possible  modes  of  occurrence.  These  modes  of 
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occurrence  are  called  "subcategories"  of  analysis  factors. 

For  example,  the  analysis  factor  wdesign  discipline”  has 
four  sui'categories :  electrical,  mechanical,  civil,  and 
structural.  Some  analysis  factors  (such  as  size  of  contract) 
did  not  have  a  clear  set  of  existing  subcategories  because 
their  possible  values  ranged  in  whole  number  intervals  from 
zero  to  the  largest  values.  Arbitrary  subcategories  were 
developed  for  these  analysis  factors,  and  numerical  codes 
were  assigned  to  all  analysis  factors  and  their  subcatego¬ 
ries. 

The  result  of  establishing  codes  for  analysis  fac¬ 
tors,  pertinent  facts,  and  claim  categories  was  a  code  list 
(see  Appendix  F).  The  coding  of  the  actual  data  was  then 
performed  by  assigning  appropriate  code  values  (from  the 
code  list)  to  analysis  factors,  claim  categories,  and  perti¬ 
nent  facts  from  the  case  review  forms.  The  following 
sequence  was  used  to  list  the  code  values  for  each  claim: 

1.  Analysis  factor  code 

2.  Subcateogry  code 

3.  Claim  category  code 

4.  Pertinent  fact  code 

Two  of  the  analysis  factors,  "award  amount”  and  "claim 
amount,"  did  not  appear  in  every  claim.  They  were  omitted 
from  some  sets  of  data  elements. 

The  results  of  the  coding  process  were  a  list  of  data 
points,  each  corresponding  to  a  different  combination  of 


analysis  factors,  claim  categories,  and  pertinent  facts. 


Data  Analysis 

An  analysis  of  the  data  was  performed  to  identify 
relationships  existing  between  the  following  three  types 
of  factors:  1)  analysis  factors,  2)  pertinent  facts,  and 
3)  claim  categories.  The  main  focus  was  on  identifying 
strongly  positive  correlations,  since  these  correlations 
would  enable  conclusions  to  be  drawn. 


The  analysis  was  performed  through  an  incremental 


process,  using  a  computerized  statistical  package  called 
the  Biomedical  Parametric  Package  (BMDP)( 10).  First, 
acceptable  contingency  tables  had  to  'be  produced  for  analy¬ 
sis  factors  versus  pertinent  facts  versus  claim  categories. 
The  contingency  tables  had  to  meet  two  criteria: 

1.  The  contingency  tables  had  to  contain  a  small 
number  of  sampling  zeros. 

2.  The  combination  of  categories  corresponding  to 
each  cell  of  the  table  had  to  interact  to  provide  meaning¬ 
ful  information. 


Sampling  errors  appear  as  zero  values  in  the  cells 
of  contingency  tables.  These  zeros  occur  because  the  combi 
nation  of  events  corresponding  to  the  zero-value  cells  does 
not  occur  within  the  sampling  data. 

Contingency  tables  with  a  high  percentage  of  sam¬ 
pling  zeros  provide  misleading  statistical  results.  The 


dependency  within"  a  contingency  table  is  determined  by  the 
degree  of  trends  within  the  data.  A  zero-value  cell  results 
in  a  strong  negative  correlation  between  those  events  corre¬ 
sponding  to  the  zero-value  cell.  Thus,  a  high  number  of 
sampling  zeros  leads  to  a  high  number  of  strongly  negative 
correlations.  This  high  number  of  negative  correlations 
indicates  a  certain  trend  in  the  data — the  tendency  of  cer¬ 
tain  combinations  of  events  not  to  occur  together.  Since 
the  dependency  within  a  contingency  table  is  determined  by 
the  degree  of  trends  within  the  data,  this  trend  caused  by 
the  sampling  zeros  indicates  there  is  a  statistically  depen¬ 
dent  relationship  between  the  different  dimensions  of  the 
table.  This  determination  of  a  dependent  relationship  may 
be  misleading  when  a  high  number  of  sampling  zeros  exists, 
because  the  cells  containing  positive  values  may  not  support 
the  finding  of  a  statistically  dependent  relationship.  As 
such,  the  extension  of  the  dependent  relationship  to  the  posi 
tlve  value  cells  may  lead  to  faulty  interpretations  of  the 
data. 

The  number  of  zero-value  cells  can  be  reduced  by  a 
process  called  "collapsing,"  which  involves  combining  rows 
or  columns  in  such  a  way  as  to  eliminate  as  many  zero-value 
cells  &.s  possible,  while  still  allowing  for  meaningful 
interpretations.'  Care  was  taken  to  collapse  only  categories 
with  appropriate  similarities.  Although  collapsing  normally 
results  in  a  reduction  in  the  degree  of  specificity  of 


conclusions,  if  categories  are  combined  properly,  the  ana¬ 
lyst  can  still  develop  more  general  but  meaningful  conclu¬ 
sions. 

Once  acceptable  contingency  tables  were  produced, 
these  tables  were  tested  for  statistically  significant 
dependent  relationships  between  the  various  dimensions  of 
the  contingency  tables.  The  Pearson  Chi-Square  Test  was 
used  to  determine  dependence  between  the  rows  and  columns 
(10:252).  Since  the  test  for  dependence  was  performed 
at  the  90  percent  significance  level,  the  a-value  of  the 

test  is  0.1.  Thus,  there  is  a  statistically  significant 

I 

relationship  between  the  dimensions  of  a  contingency  table 
when  the  p-value  produced  for  the  contingency  table  is  less 
than  0.1. 

Residual  values  were  produced  for  each  cell  of  those 
contingency  tables  which  indicated  dependent  relationships 

between  the  dimensions  of  the  table.  Since  the  "residuals 
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are  measures  of  the  difference  between  the  observed  and 
expected  values  of  the  cells  [10:268],"  the  magnitude  of  the 
residuals  indicates  the  degree  of  correlation  between  .  e- 
cific  categories  of  one  dimension  of  the  table  and  specific 
categories  of  other  dimensions  of  the  table.  The  degree  of 
correlation  indicates  the  tendency  of  specific  values  of  the 
different  dimensions  of  tables  to  occur  together.  Specific 
interpretations  were  then  drawn  from  these  tendencies. 


CHAPTER  FOUR 


FINDINGS 

Three-Way  Analysis 

The  initial  analysis  involved  a  three-dimensional 
multiway  table.  The  purpose  of  this  analysis  technique  is 
to 

attain  a  description  of  the  relationship  between 
the  factors  of  the  table,  either  by  forming  a  model 
for  the  data  or  by  testing  and  ordering  the  importance 
of  interactions  between  the  factors  [10:297]. 

The  three  dimensions  of  the  table  were:  1)  analysis  factors, 

2)  pertinent  facts,  and  3)  claim  categories.  Due  to  the 

nature  of  the  data,  one  dimension  of  each  table  consisted 

of  the  subcategories  of  one  of  the  analysis  factors,  and 

the  second  and  third  dimensions  of  each  table  included  all 

of  the  pertinent  facts  and  claim  categories,  respectively. 

(A  three-way  analysis  is  illustrated  in  Table  4.1.) 

In  the  first  set  of  three-dimensional  tables  pro¬ 
duced,  the  claim  categories  and  pertinent  facts  were  grouped 
into  7  and  11  categories,  respectively  (see  Appendix  H). 

Total  numbers  of  occurrences  of  each  analysis  factor,  perti¬ 
nent  fact,  and  claim  category  were  provided  with  each  table 
(Table  4.2).  These  total  values  indicated  that  an  insignif¬ 
icant  number  of  data  points  existed  for  award  amount,  so 
this  analysis  factor  was  omitted  from  further  analysis. 
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EXAMPLE  OP  THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE  WITH  11  PERTINENT  PACT  CATEGORIES 
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TABLE  4.2 

TOTAL  OCCURRENCES  OP  VARIABLES 


Subcategories 

Total 

Subcategories 

Total 

ENTLMT* 

100 

FR5T20T 

18 

BOTH 

26 

FR20T50T 

33 

KTR 

37 

OVER50T 

12 

GOVT 

89 

UNDER IT 

12 

ELEC 

18 

FR1T10T 

5 

MECH 

13 

OVERIOT 

6 

CIVIL 

32 

UND100T 

39 

STRUC 

70 

FR100T1M 

44 

NE 

17 

OVER1MIL 

24 

SE 

28 

MIDWEST 

52 

Claim  Categories 

Total 

WEST 

29 

DELAY 

18 

TAC 

32 

ERROR 

11 

SAC 

30 

DIFFSC 

18 

MAC 

23 

CHANGES 

21 

OTHER 

41 

AMBIG 

36 

NEWCONSTR 

36 

OMISS 

10 

ADDTN 

26 

COPROB 

21 

ALTER 

25 

REPAIR 

42 

UNDER5T 

33 

*Names 

of  subcategories 

and  other  variables 

are 

shown  as  computerized  variable  names  (see  Appendix  G). 


55 


TABLE  4.2  -  Continued 


Pertinent  Pacts 

Total 

NONE 

15 

PAILREAD 

24 

SITEINV 

11 

KTRDELAY 

11 

ADDITIVE 

4 

UNDERES 

5 

WARRANTY 

2 

GOVTMGT 

16 

KTRMGT 

25 

KTREXP 

13 

SUBMTL 

7 
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Additionally,  these  tables  included  a  great  many  sampling 
zeros  (see  example.  Table  4.1),  which  indicated  that  the 
statistical  findings  were  unreliable.  Thus,  the  categories 
of  this  first  set  of  tables  had  to  be  collapsed  to  reduce 
the  number  of  sampling  zeros. 

It  was  determined  that  collapsing  pertinent  fact 
categories  would  be  more  beneficial  than  collapsing  either 
claim  categories  or  analysis  factors.  Not  only  did  many  of 
the  pertinent  fact  categories  contain  a  high  percentage  of 
sampling  zeros,  but  these  categories  also  exhibited  the 
greatest  degree  of  similarity  between  categories. 

The  pertinent  fact  categories  were  collapsed  through 
an  incremental  process  in  an  attempt  to  produce  a  contin¬ 
gency  table  with  an  acceptable  number  of  sampling  zeros, 
which  still  provided  for  the  most  meaningful  conclusions 
possible.  The  pertinent  facts  were  first  reduced  from  11  to 
7  categories.  The  categories  of  additives.  Warranty,  con¬ 
tractor's  experience,  and  submittals  were  selected  as  candi¬ 
dates  for  collapsing.  These  categories  occurred  only  a 
total  of  4,  2,  13,  and  7  times,  respectively,  out  of  the 
126  total  occurrences  of  pertinent  facts.  Additives  was 
combined  with  failure  to  read  specifications;  warranty  and 
contractor's  experience  combined  with  Contractor's  manage¬ 
ment;  and  submittals  was  combined  with  government  management. 
These  groupings  were  selected  based  on  similarities  between 
the  categories.  However,  the  tables  produced  using  these 
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new  groupings  of  pertinent  fact  categories  still  contained 
nearly  50  percent  sampling  zeros  (see  Table  4.3).  Thus, 
the  pertinent  fact  categories  had  to  be  further  collapsed. 

The  pertinent  facts  were  next  collapsed  to  4  cate¬ 
gories.  The  categories  considered  for  collapsing  were 
site  investigation,  contractor  delay,  additive,  underesti¬ 
mation,  warranty,  contractor’s  experience,  and  submittals. 
These  categories  contained  total  values  of  12,  11,  4,  5,  2, 
13,  and  7,  respectively.  Table  4.4  indicates  which  cate¬ 
gories  were  grouped  together  and  the  titles  given  to  these 
groupings.  This  level  of  collapsing  represented  the  mini¬ 
mum  level  to  which  pertinent  facts  .could  be  collapsed  and 
still  provide  for  meaningful  interpretations  of  the  data. 
However,  within  these  three-dimensional  tables  nearly  one- 
third  of  the  cells  still  contained  sampling  zeros— too  large 
a  number  of  zero  value  cells  to  provide  reliable  statistical 
findings  (see  example.  Table  4.5). 

In  order  to  further  reduce  the  sampling  zeros  to  an 
acceptable  level,  either  analysis  factors  or  claim  catego¬ 
ries  had  to  be  further  collapsed.  After  careful  considera¬ 
tion  of  both  types  of  factors,  it  was  determined  that  only 
claim  categories  could  be  further  collapsed.  Therefore,  the 
categories  of  omission  and  errors  in  specifications  wer-»  com¬ 
bined  with  ambiguous  specifications  to  reduce  the  claim 
categories  from  seven  to  five.  Three-way  contingency  tables 
were  then  produced  for  each  analysis  factor  witn  five  claim 
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TABLE  4.3 

EXAMPLE  OF  THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE 
WITH  SEVEN  PERTINENT  FACT  CATEGORIES 
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TABLE  4.4 


COLLAPSING  OP  PERTINENT  PACTS  PROM  11  TO  4  CATEGORIES 


List  of  4  Collapsed 
Categories _ 

1.  None 

« 

2.  Prebid  Issues 


3*  Contractor  Management 


4 .  Government  Management 


List  of  11  Previously 
Existing  Categories 

None 

Failure  to  Read  Specifi¬ 
cations 

Site  Investigation 
Additive 
Underestimation 
Contractor  Delay 
Warranty 

Contractor's  Experience 
Contractor's  Management 
Submittals 

Government  Management 
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TABLE  4.5 


EXAMPLE  OP  THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE 
WITH  POUR  PERTINENT  PACT  CATEGORIES 
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categories  and  four  pertinent  facts.  However,  these  con¬ 
tingency  tables  still  contained  more  than  25  percent  sam¬ 
pling  zeros  (see  example.  Table  4.6),  so  these  tables  were 
still  unacceptable. 

Two-Way  Analysis 

Since  no  further  collapsing  could  be  accomplished 
and  still  provide  meaningful  information  regarding  three- 
way  relationships  between  the  three  types  of  factors,  two- 
dimensional  analysis  was  performed.  Transitioning  from 
three-way  to  two-way  analysis  has  essentially  the  same 
effect  as  if  all  categories  in  one  of  the  dimensions  were 
collapsed  into  only  one  category.  Thus,  two-dimensional 
analysis  should  produce  substantially  fewe*  sampling  zeros 
than  did  three-dimensional  analysis. 

Analysis  was  then  performed  on  the  following  two- 
dimensional  sets: 

1.  Analysis  factors  and  claim  categories 

2.  Analysis  factors  and  pertinent  facts 

3.  Pertinent  fact3  and  claim  categories 

The  same  incremental  process  of  collapsing  that  was 
used  in  the  three-way  analysis  was  also  used  in  the  two- 
dimensional  analysis.  An  acceptable  number  of  sampling 
zeros  occurred  with  tables  at  the  point  where  pertinent 
facts  had  been  collapsed  to  four  categories,  and  neither 
claim  categories  nor  analysis  factors  had  been  collapsed. 
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TABLE  4.6 


EXAMPLE  OP  THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE  WITH  POUR 
PERTINENT  PACT  CATEGORIES  AND  FIVE  CLAIM  CATEGORIES 
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Test  for  Deoendence  Between  Factors 


The  Pearson  Chi-Square  Test  was  then  performed  on 
the  two-dimensional  tables  in  which  pertinent  facts  had 
been  collapsed  to  four  categories.  Since  the  test  was  per¬ 
formed  at  the  90  percent  significance  level,  the  probability 
value  (p-value)  provided  with  each  contingency  table  was  com 
pared  against  an  o  of  0.1.  If  the  p-value  was  less  than 
a  »  0.1,  then  a  dependent  relationship  existed  between  the 
dimensions  of  the  table  (see  Table  4.7). 

The  three  different  combinations  of  factors  listed 


below  were  treated  as  three  separate  sets  for  possible 
further  analysis: 

1.  Analysis  factors  and  claim  categories 

2.  Pertinent  facts  and  claim  categories 

3.  Analysis  factors  and  pertinent  facts 

Unless  every  table  within  a  set  indicated  a  dependent  rela¬ 
tionship  between  its  two  dimensions,  the  entire  set  of 
tables  was  omitted  from  further  analysis.  By  omitting  cate¬ 
gories  that  did  not  meet  this  criterion,  a  more  consistent 
level  of  conclusions  may  later  be  drawn  from  the  analysis. 
Thus,  only  analysis  factors  vers^  claim  categories  and  per¬ 
tinent  facts  versus  claim  categories  were  considered  for 
further  analysis.  Analysis  factors  versus  pertinent  facts 
was  omitted  at  this  point  from  all  further  analysis. 
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TABLE  *1.7 
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Analysis  Factor  #6  vs  Pertinent  Facts  .4905 
Analysis  Factor  #7  vs  Pertinent  Facts  .0759 
Analysis  Factor  #9  vs  Pertinent  Facts  .3942 


Residual  Values 


As  the  last  step  of  the  actual  statistical  analysis 
of  the  data,  residual  values  were  calculated  for  every  cell 
of  the  contingency  tables  of  analysis  factors  versus  claim 
categories  and  pertinent  facts  versus  claim  categories. 

These  residual  values  represent  the  degree  of  correlation 
between  the  categories  of  one  dimension  versus  the  catego¬ 
ries  of  the  other  dimension  for  each  of  the  tables.  The 
tables  of  residual  values  are  presented  in  Table  4.8  through 
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TABLE  4.15 

TWO-WAY  FREQUENCY  AND  RESIDUAL  TABLES  FOR  SIZE  OF  CONTRACT 
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CHAPTER  FIVE 
DISCUSSION  OF  FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Once  the  residual  values  had  been  computed,  the 
next  step  was  to  identify  and  measure  the  dependency  rela¬ 
tionships  represented  by  the  residuals.  In  order  to  evalu¬ 
ate  the  degree  of  dependency  indicated  by  the  residuals,  the 
following  scale  was  established: 

1.  Residual  values  above  2.0  were  considered  to 

,  • 

represent  a  "heavy"  positive  dependency.  A  heavy  positive 
dependency  means  that  it  is  very  likely  that  the  two  factors 
in  question  would  occur  together. 

2.  Values  between  1.0  and  2.0  represented  a  "moder¬ 
ate"  positive  dft/endency.  This  means  that  the  two  factors 
are  reasonably  likely  to  occur  together. 

3.  Values  between  zero  and  1.0  represented  a 
"slight"  positive  dependency.  This  means  that  there  is  only 
a  small  chance  that  the  two  factors  will  occur  together. 

4.  Values  from  zero  to  -1.0  represented  a  "slight" 
negative  dependency.  This  means  that  there  is  a  slight 
chance  that  the  two  factors  will  not  occur  together. 

5.  Values  from  -1.0  to  -2.0  exhibit  a  "moderate" 
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negative  dependency:  the  two  factors  are  reasonably 
unlikely  to  occur  together. 

6.  Values  below  -2.0  exhibit  "heavy"  negative  depen 
dency.  In  other  words,  the  two  factors  are  very  unlikely 
to  occur  together. 

After  the  degree-of-dependency  scale  had  been  estab¬ 
lished,  the  two-way  residuals  tables  were  examined  to  iden¬ 
tify  those  relationships  which  exhibited  "heavy"  or  "moder¬ 
ate"  positive  relationships.  "Slight"  relationships  were 
not  identified,  because  it  was  felt  that  those  relationships 
were  too  weak  to  support  meaningful  conclusions.  Negative 
relationships  were  also  excluded  from  consideration,  since 
conclusions  based  on  them  would  direct  attention  away  from 
certain  areas  (by  showing  that  some  relationships  were  not 
likely  to  occur),  which  is  contrary  to  the  intentions  of 
this  research  effort.  As  a  result  of  examining  the  two-way 
residuals,  lists  of  the  heavy  and  moderate  positive  rela- 

I 

tionships  were  prepared  (Table  5*1). 


Deoendencv  Relationship  Charts 


The  method  chosen  to  portray  the  relationships  from 
the  lists  was  a  series  of  dependency  relationship  charts. 
These  charts  display  all  the  dependency  relationships  be¬ 
tween  each  claim  category  and  the  appropriate  pertinent 
facts  and  analysis  factor  subcategories.  Claim  categories 


TABLE  5.1 

LIST  OP  POSITIVE  DEPENDENCY  RELATIONSHIPS 
Heavily  Dependent  Heavily  Dependent  (contd.) 


SC* 

cc 

CC 

PF 

KTR 

DIFPSC 

AMBIG 

PREBID 

GOVT 

DELAY 

DELAY 

KTRMGT 

GOVT 

AMBIG 

ERROR 

KTRMGT 

BOTH 

CHANGES 

STRUC 

ERROR 

Moderately  Dependent 

CIVIL 

DIFPSC 

SC 

CC 

MECH 

AMBIG 

KTR 

ERROR 

WEST 

OMISS 

KTR 

CHANGES 

TAC 

DELAYS 

GOVT 

COPROB 

MAC 

AMBIG 

ENTLMT 

AMBIG 

SAC 

COPROB 

ENTLMT 

OMISS 

ADDTN 

DIFFSC 

BOTH 

DELAY 

ALTER 

AMBIG 

ELEC 

DIFFSC 

NEWCONST 

OMISS 

STRUC 

CHANGES 

UNDER5T  .. 

DELAY 

CIVIL 

OMISS 

OVER50T 

COPROB 

SE 

DELAYS 

OVER1MIL 

OMISS 

SE 

ERROR 

WEST 

i-RROR 

NE 

/ 

DIFFSC 

MIDWEST 

DIFFSC 

*  Computer  variables  names  are  used  on  this  list 
(see  Appendix  I). 
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TABLE  5.1  -  Continued 


Moderately  Dependent  (contd.) 

SC 

CC 

SAC 

DIFFSC 

TAC 

OMISS 

REPAIR 

DELAY 

NEW 

ERROR 

NEW 

CHANGES 

REPAIR 

CHANGES 

ALTER 

OMISS 

FR20T50T** 

ERROR 

FR5T20T 

AMBIG 

FR20T50T 

OMISS 

OVER1MIL 

ERROR 

0VER1MIL 

DIFFSC 

FR100T1M 

CHANGES 

FR100T1M 

AMBIG 

UND100T 

COPROB 

CC 

PF 

DIFFSC 

PREBID 

OMISS 

PREBID 

CHANGES 

GOVTMGT 

COPROB 

GOVTMGT 

**  The  symbol  ”K"  is  used  to  represent  thousands  of 
dollars  In  the  remaining  portions  of  this  chapter. 


were  chosen  as  the  focal  points  of  the  charts  for  two 
reasons: 

1.  Claim  categories  correspond  to  the  nature  of  the 
claim.  Examining  their  relationship  to  project  features  and 
pertinent  facts  helps  to  resolve  the  central  issues  of  con¬ 
struction  contract  disputes. 

2.  Making  claim  categories  the  central  elements 
of  the  charts  conforms  to  the  overall  dependency  relation¬ 
ships  between  variables  which  were  demonstrated  in  the  find¬ 
ings  (Chapter  Three).  The  two  relationships  between  vari¬ 
ables  which  showed  dependencies  were  claim  categories  and 
pertinent  facts,  ar.d  claim  categories  and  analysis  factor 
subcategories.  There  was  no  dependency  between  analysis 
factors  and  pertinent  facts.  Since  claim  categories  was 
the  common  variable  in  the  two  dependency  relationships, 

it  is  logical  to  use  it  as  the  central  variable  for  estab¬ 
lishing  individual  relationships. 

The  left  side  of  each  chart  depicts  the  heavy  and 
moderate  positive  dependency  relationships  between  the 
central  claim  category  and  various  analysis  factor  subcate¬ 
gories.  These  relationships  are  represented  by  a  list  of 
subcategories,  with  either  solid  or  dashed  lines  showing, 
respectively,  heavy  or  moderate  relationships  with  the  cen¬ 
tral  claim  category. 

The  charts  also  show  dependency  relationships 
between  the  central  claim  category  and  pertinent  facts.  The 
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claim  category /pertinent  fact  relationships  in  the  charts 
are  based  on  pertinent  facts  taken  from  the  two-way  analy¬ 
sis,  when  pertinent  facts  had  been  reduced  to  four  group¬ 
ings.  In  order  to  amplify  and  clarify  these  relationships, 
the  charts  also  list  pertinent  facts  which  occurred  with  the 
central  claim  category  in  the  original  three-way  analysis, 
when  eleven  pertinent  facts  were  included  in  the  analysis. 
Only  those  three-way  pertinent  facts  which  were  condensed 
to  the  relevant  two-way  pertinent  fact  (in  the  transition 
from  eleven  pertinent  facts  to  four)  are  mentioned.  These 
"absorbed"  pertinent  facts  (called  "clarifying"  pertinent 
facts)  appear  directly  under  the  main  two-way  pertinent  fact, 
and  are  followed  (in  parentheses)  by  the  number  of  times 
they  occurred  with  the  central  claim  category.  There  is  no 
direct  dependency  relationship  between  these  clarifying  per¬ 
tinent  facts  and  the  central  claim  category.  However,  they 
help  to  show  which  components  of  the  main  two-way  pertinent 
fact  contributed  to  the  relationship  between  that  pertinent 
fact  and  the  central  claim  category. 

Ambiguous  Specifications 

In  Figure  5.1,  there  are  heavy  positive  dependency 
relationships  between  ambiguous  specifications  and  the 
following  subcategories:  the  contractor  winning  the  case, 
mechanical  engineering  projects.  Military  Airlift  Command 
(MAC)  projects,  or  alterations  projects.  There  are  moderate 
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Analysis  Factor 
Subcategory 


Pertinent  Fact 
(with  clarifying 
pertinent  facts) 


Fig.  5.1.  Ambiguous  specifications  dependency 
relationship  chart 


positive  dependencies  between  ambiguous  specifications  and 
the  following  subcategories:  entitlement  as  the  basis  of 
decision,  claim  amounts  between  $5,000  and  $20,000  ($20K), 
and  contracts  between  $100K  and  $1  million  ($1M).  In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  is  a  heavy  positive  dependency  relationship 
between  ambiguous  specifications  and  prebid  issues.  There 
are  four  clarifying  pertinent  facts:  contractor  failure  to 
read  the  contract  documents  adequately,  inadequate  site 
investigation  by  the  contractor,  additive-related  activities, 
and  underestimation  of  the  size  of  the  contract  by  the  con¬ 
tractor. 

Some  of  the  dependency  relationships  with  ambiguous 
specifications  require  additional  explanation.  Two  of  these 
are  the  heavy  dependencies  between  mechanical  design  and 
ambiguous  specifications,  and  alterations  projects  and  ambig¬ 
uous  specifications.  These  relationships  suggest  that 
mechanical  engineering  projects  and  alterations  projects  are 
particularly  likely  to  be  considered  ambiguous.  The  con¬ 
tract  manager  should  be  sensitive  to  projects  that  involve 
either  of  those  two  characteristics.  Even  if  an  ambiguous 
specifications  problem  is  really  of  contractor  origin,  such  ‘ 
contract  manager  sensitivity  might  lead  to  a  reduced  chance 
of  a  claim. 

The  main  pertinent  fact  is  prebid  issues.  The 
strongest  clarifying  pertinent  fact  for  prebid  issues  is 
the  contractor  failing  to  adequately  read  the  contract 
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documents.  In  conjunction  with  ambiguous  specifications 
claims,  this  means  that  the  contractor  often  claims  that 
specifications  are  ambiguous  when  his  own  inadequate  read¬ 
ing  of  the  specifications  is  actually  at  fault.  This  con¬ 
tractor  problem,  as  well  as  those  others  which  form  prebid 
Issues,  is  really  beyond  the  control  of  the  Air  Force  con¬ 
struction  contract  manager.  Nonetheless,  it  is  valuable 
for  the  contract  manager  to  understand  that  the  source  of 
many  contractor  claims  is  actually  the  contractor’s  failure 
to  read  the  contract  documents  sufficiently.  Knowing  the 
source  of  the  problem  may  make  it  easier  to  guide  the  con¬ 
tractor  to  a  solution  that  does  not  involve  meeting  in 
court . 

Another  clarifying  pertinent  fact  is  a  failure  by 

the  contractor  to  perform  an  adequate  site  investigation. 

} 

Here,  the  contractor  encountered  a  problem  which  he  felt 
was  due  to  the  specifications  being  ambiguous,  when  a  proper 
site  investigation  prior  to  starting  the  Job  would  have 
prevented  any  confusion  regarding  that  portion  of  the  speci¬ 
fications.  For  example,  there  might  have  been  confusion 
over  a  dimension  on  the  drawings,  and  a  site  investigation 
would  have  clarified  the  nature  of  that  dimension  at  the 
site.  Again,  this  is  a  situation  which  is  outside  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Air  Force  construction  contract  manager. 

The  remaining  two  clarifying  pertinent  facts, 
additive-related  activities  and  contractor  underestimation, 
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are  tied  to  ambiguous  specifications  by  contractor  over¬ 
sights.  If  the  contractor  claims  ambiguous  specifications 
when  one  of  these  pertinent  facts  occurs,  a  misunderstand¬ 
ing  happened  in  the  early  stages  of  the  construction  con¬ 
tract  process.  With  additives,  the  problem  could  have  been 
a  confusion  by  the  contractor  about  the  requirements  of  an 
additive.  Later,  he  might  claim  that  the  corresponding  por¬ 
tion  of  the  specifications  (relating  to  those  requirements) 
was  ambiguous.  With  an  underestimating  problem,  the  con¬ 
tractor  might  claim  that  an  ambiguous  specification  caused 
him  to  miss  a  certain  requirement  when  he  prepared  his  cost 
estimate.  Both  of  these  problems  relate  to  contractor  over¬ 
sights,  and  are  outside  the  control  of  the  Air  Force  con¬ 
struction  contract  manager.  However,  it  is  reasonable  for 
the  Air  Force  manager  to  improve  his  attention  to  con¬ 
tractor  understanding  of  project  requirements. 

Delays 

The  central  claim  category  in  Figure  5.2,  delays, 
has  heavy  positive  de*,:ndency  relationships  with  three 
subcategories:  the  government  winning  the  case.  Tactical 
Airlift  Command  (TAC)  projects,  and  claim  amounts  less  than 
$5K.  There  are  moderate  dependency  relationships  between 
delays  and  three  other  subcategories:  decisions  on  the 
basis  of  both  entitlement  and  quantum,  projects  in  the 
southeast  part  of  the  country,  and  repairs  type  projects. 
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The  pertinent  fact  which  has  a  heavily  dependent  relation¬ 
ship  with  delays  is  contractor  management.  The  clarifying 
pertinent  facts  are  contractor  delays,  contractor  manage¬ 
ment  activities,  and  submittals. 

The  moderate  dependency  relationship  between  delays 
and  claim  amounts  less  than  $5K  is  not  surprising.  When 
delays  occur,  the  damage  caused  to  the  contractor  is  usually 
less  severe  than  it  would  be  for  problems  associated  with 
other  types  of  claims.  Often,  the  contractor  will  agree 
that  some  of  the  delay  was  his  responsibility,  but  that  the 
government  was  the  main  cause  of  the  delay.  The  contractor 
then  wishes  to  be  compensated  for  any  expenses  associated 
with  the  delay.  Since  these  expenses  are  not  usually  related 
to  major  changes  in  manpower  or  procedures,  the  amounts 
claimed  will  be  smaller. 

The  largest  clarifying  pertinent  fact  for  delays  i3 
contractor  delay  problems,  which  occur  when  the  contractor 
delays  in  taking  necessary  action  during  any  phase  of  the 
project.  This  situation  is  another  example  of  a  claim 
which  is  actually  due  to  contractor  mismanagement.  The 
second  clarifying  pertinent  fact,  contractor  management, 
is  also  an  area  of  contractor  control.  The  contractor  man¬ 
agement  activities  related  to  delays  include  poor  documen¬ 
tation,  personnel  problems,  and  sampling  procedures.  If  the 
contractor  fails  in  his  management  of  these  activities,  the 
resulting  delays  would  be  due  to  contractor  mismanagement. 
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Both  clarifying  pertinent  facts  are  outside  the  control  of 
the  Air  Force  construction  contract  manager.  However,  his 
awareness  of  these  sources  of  delay  claims  can  help  the  Air 
Force  manager  to  handle  delay  situations. 

Differing  Site  Conditions 

The  differing  site  conditions  dependency  relation¬ 
ship  chart  (Figure  5*3)  depicts  heavy  positive  relation¬ 
ships  between  differing  site  conditions  and  three  analysis 
factors:  additions-type  work,  civil  engineering  projects, 
and  the  contractor  winning  the  case.  Also  there  are  moder¬ 
ate  dependency  relationships  between  differing  site  condi¬ 
tions  and  four  subcategories:  electrical  engineering  proj¬ 
ects,  construction  projects  in  the  northeast  and  midwest 
U.S.,  Strategic  Airlift  Command  (SAC)  projects,  and  con¬ 
tracts  larger  than  $1M.  Differing  site  conditions  has  a 
moderate  dependency  relationship  with  one  pertinent  fact, 
prebid  issues.  There  are  two  clarifying  pertinent  facts: 
inadequate  site  investigation  and  failure  to  read  the  con¬ 
tract  documents  adequately.  Several  of  the  dependency  rela- 

\ 

tionships  require  further  explanation. 

The  heavy  relationship  between  differing  site  con¬ 
ditions  and  civil  engineering  projects  confirms  a  common 

\ 

impression  about  differing  site  conditions.  Civil  Engineer¬ 
ing  projects  include  excavation,  drilling,  and  other  simi¬ 
lar  subsurface  Jobs.  Although  it  is  common  to  perform  soil 
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Analysis  Factor 
Subcategory 


Pertinent  Pact 
(with  clarifying 
pertinent  facts) 


Pig.  5.3*  Differing  site  conditions  dependency 
relationship  chart 


borings  and  other  tests  of  subsurface  conditions,  there  are 
some  conditions  which  cannot  be  identified  even  from  a  rea¬ 
sonable  investigation.  The  possibilities  for  encountering 
a  differing  condition  associated  with  a  subsurface  problem 
at  the  site  are  high.  The  moderate  relationship  between 
differing  site  conditions  and  electrical  engineering  proj¬ 
ects  shows  that  there  are  also  fairly  high  possibilities 
for  encountering  differing  site  conditions  associated  with 
electrical  engineering  portions  of  a  project. 

Differing  site  conditions  are  also  heavily  related 
to  large  contracts  (over  $1M).  This  is  not  surprising, 
since  the  type  of  work  associated  with  large  contracts  is 
so  complex  that  the  chances  of  the  site  conditions  corre¬ 
sponding  exactly  to  the  conditions  described  prior  to  the 
Job  execution  are  small.  It  is  more  difficult  for  the 
designers,  engineers,  and  contractors  to  anticipate  every 
possible  characteristic  of  the  site  in  large  contracts  than 
in  smaller  contracts. 

The  relationship  between  differing  site  conditions 
and  prebid  issues  points  out  the  importance  of  preparation 
before  work  begins  in  order  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  a 
differing  site  condition  occurring.  The  clarifying  perti¬ 
nent  facts  are  inadequate  site  investigation  and  contractor 
failure  to  read  the  contract  documents.  Contractor  failure 
in  either  respect  indicates  that  his  poor  preparation 
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prevented  him  from  detecting  a  differing  site  condition 
prior  to  commencement  of  work. 

Errors  in  Design 

In  the  errors  dependency  relationship  chart  (Figure 
5.4),  there  is  a  heavy  positive  dependency  relationship 
between  errors  in  design  and  structural  engineering  projeccs. 
There  are  moderate  dependency  relationships  between  errors 
in  design  and  the  contractor  winning  the  case,  projects  in 
the  southeast  and  west,  new  construction  projects,  claims 
between  $20K  and  $50K,  and  contracts  above  $1M.  Also,  there 
is  a  heavy  positive  dependency  between  errors  in  design 
and  contractor  management.  The  clarifying  pertinent  facts 
are  contractor  management  activities,  warranties,  submittals, 
and  the  previous  experience  of  the  contractor.  Several  of 
the  dependency  relationships  require  further  explanation. 

The  moderate  relationships  between  errors  in  design 
and  new  construction  or  large  projects  are  not  surprising. 
Large  or  new  construction  projects  require  a  wide  variety 
of  design  skills  (although  structural  design  skills  are 
most  frequently  required).  Also,  the  designs  for  these  proj¬ 
ects  are  usually  more  complex  than  those  for  other  types  of 
projects.  These  factors  mean  that  there  is  a  greater  like¬ 
lihood  of  design  errors  occurring  with  large  or  new  con¬ 
struction  contracts. 

The  heavy  relationship  between  structural  design 
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and  errors  points  out  the  difficulties  associated  with 
designing  structural  types  of  projects.  Since  structural 
projects  also  encompass  a  wide  range  of  components,  the 
chances  of  producing  a  flawed  design  are  greater. 

The  relationship  between  error  in  design  and  con¬ 
tractor  management  shows  that  a  situation  perceived  to  be 
a  government  management  problem  during  the  design  phase 
might  actually  be  a  contractor  management  problem.  The 
largest  clarifying  pertinent  fact,  contractor  management 
activities,  often  occurs  when  inadequate  contractor  records 
and  procedures  cause  the  contractor  to  believe  that  a  flawed 
design  was  L-ecponsible  for  his  problems.  Similarly,  war¬ 
ranty  and  submittal-related  contractor  management  problems 
might  cause  him  to  blame  the  problem  on  flawed  design. 

These  situations  are  out  of  the  Air  Force  construction  con¬ 
tract  manager's  control.  Nonetheless,  an  increased  aware¬ 
ness  of  these  problems  could  help  the  Air  Force  manager  to 
understand  the  source  of  contractor  confusion  on  design 
errors  and  related  issues. 


Omissions/Conflicts  in  Specifications 


A  strong  positive  correlation  exists  between  omis- 


1 

sion/conflict  claims  and  new  construction  projects,  large 
contracts;  or  construction  projects  in  the  west  (see  Figure 
5.5).  Thijs  type  of  claim  also  exhibited  moderate  relation¬ 


ships  with  cases  heard  only  for  entitlement,  civil 
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Fig.  5«5.  Omission/conflict  dependency  relationship 
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engineering  type  work,  projects  in  TAC,  alterations  projects 
or  claims  between  $20K  and  $50K,  as  well  as  with  the  perti¬ 
nent  facts  grouping  called  prebid  issues.  The  clarifying 
pertinent  facts  for  prebid  issues  are  failure  of  the  contrac' 
tor  to  read  the  specifications  adequately  and  failure  to 
investigate  the  construction  site  adequately.  Several  of 
these  relationships  are  further  explained  and  discussed  in 
the  following  paragraphs. 

The  relationships  that  exist  between  omission/con¬ 
flict  claims  and  new  or  large  construction  projects  are  not 
surprising.  These  types  of  projects  are  generally  accompa¬ 
nied  by  voluminous  and/or  complex  specifications  due  to  the 
magnitude  of  the  Job  and/or  the  fact  that  many  design  dis¬ 
ciplines  must  interact  during  preparation  of  the  specifica¬ 
tions.  Thus,  a  strongly  positive  dependent  relationship 
between  omission/conflict  claims  and  new  or  large  construc¬ 
tion  projects  is  understandable.  In  contrast,  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  civil  engineering-type  work  and  omission/con¬ 
flict  claims  is  surprising.  Since  civil  engineering-related 
specifications  generally  do  not  contain  technically  compli¬ 
cated  information  or  numerous  minute  details,  omission  or 
conflicts  would  not  be  expected  to  occur  frequently  in  this 
type  of  specification.  Nevertheless,  a  strongly  positive 
dependent  relationship  was  displayed  between  omission/con¬ 
flict  claims  and  civil  engineering-type  work. 

Although  the  moderately  positive  correlation  between 
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omission/conflict  claims  t.nd  prebid  issues  merely  confirms 
an  expected  relationship,  a  closer  analysis  oi  the  clari¬ 
fying  pertinent  fact  categories  within  the  prebid  issues 
grouping  reveals  some  Interesting  facts.  The  clarifying 
pertinent  fact  which  occurred  most  frequently  was  failure  of 
the  contractor  to  read  the  specifications  adequately.  With 
respect  to  omission/conflict  claims,  this  pertinent  fact 
usually  entails  the  contractor’s  not  reading  the  contract 
document  as  a  whole,  and  thus  his;  interpretation  of  the 
specification  is  not  the  same  as  would  be  expected  of  a 
reasonably  informed  person. 

Another  clarifying  pertinent  fact  which  occurred 
with  omission/conflict  claims  involved  failure  of  the  con¬ 
tractor  to  investigate  the  construction  site  adequately 
prior  to  bidding.  This  pertinent  fact  occurred  only  infre¬ 
quently  with  onisslon/conflict  claims;  however,  when  it  did 
occur,  it  usually  played  a  very  important  role  in  the  claim. 
Basically,  the  contract  requires  the  contractor  to  visit 
the  Job  site  prior  to  submitting  a  bid.  The  purpose  of 
this  site  visit  is  to  make  the  contractor  more  aware  of  any 
obvious  site  conditions  which  may  affect  his  performance  of 
the  Job.  Additionally,  the  contractor  is  required  to 
apprise  the  government  of  any  obvious  conflicts  or  omissions 
in  the  specification  prior  to  bidding.  Therefore,  by  com¬ 
bining  these  two  responsibilities,  if  the  site  visit  uncov¬ 
ers  an  omission  or  conflict  in  the  specifications,  the 
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contractor  is  rerponsible  for  notifying  the  government  of 
this  omission  or  conflict  prior  to  bidding.  Thus,  if  the 
contractor  does  not  notify  the  government  of  an  omission  or 
conflict  which  should  have  become  obvious  upon  visiting  the 
site,  the  contractor  is  responsible  for  the  misunderstanding 
between  the  contractor  and  government  caused  by  the  omission 
or  conflict. 

The  construction  contract  manager  can  do  very  little 
to  insure  the  contractor  adequately  performs  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  described  in  the  above  two  paragraphs.  However,  to 
a  limited  degree  the  specifications  also  often  contribute 
to  the  problem.  A  lack  of  organization  and/or  conciseness 
in  the  specifications  often  leads  to  the  contractor  not  read¬ 
ing  the  specifications  adequately.  Also,  failure  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  to  adequately  visit  the  site  becomes  an  important 
point  in  omission/conflict  claims  when  the  site  visit  would 
have  made  the  omission  or  conflict  obvious;  however,  if  the 
omission  or  conflict  had  not  existed,  the  site  visit  might 
not  have  become  a  critical  issue.  Thus,  the  occurrence  of 
omission/conflict  claims  could  be  indirectly  controlled  by 
the  construction  contract  manager  insuring  that  only  com¬ 
plete  and  easy-to-read  specifications  are  produced.  The 
moderately  positive  correlation  between  this  claim  category 
and  large  claim  amounts  further  supports  the  need  for  con¬ 
struction  contract  managers  to  control  the  problems  associ¬ 
ated  with  omissions  and  conflicts  in  specifications. 
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Changes 


A  strong  positive  correlation  exists  between  changes 
claims  and  disputes  involving  issues  of  both  entitlement  and 
quantum  (see  Figure  5.6).  Changes  claims  also  display  a 
moderately  positive  correlation  with  new  construction  or 
repair  projects,  structural  projects,  contracts  from  $100K 
to  $1M,  or  contractor  won  claims,  as  well  as  with  the  perti¬ 
nent  fact  of  government  management.  Several  of  the  above 
cited  relationships  are  further  explained  and  discussed  in 
the  following  paragraphs. 

The  tendency  for  changes  claims  to  involve  issues  of 
both  entitlement  and  quantum  supports  the  fact  that  changes 
claims  are  often  related  to  whether  a  change  has  occurred, 
as  well  as  the  determination  of  reasonable  time  and  money 
considerations  associated  with  the  change. 

The  moderate  tendency  for  new  construction  or  struc- 

j 

tural  projects  to  result  in  changes  claims  is  probably  due 
to  certain  characteristics  of  these  types  of  projects. 

There  are  certain  inherent  difficulties  in  developing  a 
specification  for  new  construction.  New  construction  en¬ 
tails  more  unknown  requirements  to  be  developed  into  specifi¬ 
cations  than  addition,  alteration  or  repair  projects.  This 
increases  the  likelihood  of  oversights.  Also,  specifica¬ 
tions  for  new  construction  frequently  require  the  combined 
efforts  of  more  than  one  design  discipline.  Failure  to 
properly  coordinate  the  various  design  disciplines  may 
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result  In  an  inadequate  specification.  Similarly,  both  new 
construction  and  structural  projects  usually  entail  the 
assemblage  of  many  detailed  components,  for  which  it  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  prepare  cohesive  specifications  that  are  free  of 
defects.  The  complexity  and  miscellaneity  of  specifications 
for  new  construction  and  structural  projects  may  also  result 
in  a  document  that  is  difficult  for  inspectors  and  contrac¬ 
tors  to  fully  comprehend. 

Thus,  since  construction  contract  managers  often  do 
not  fully  comprehend  the  specifications  for  new  construction 
and  structural  projects,  they  are  more  likely  to  unknowingly 
commit  constructive  changes  or  demand  performance  beyond 
contractual  requirements.  These  actions  often  result  in 
changes  claims.  However,  even  if  the  contract  manager 
avoids  the  above  cited  pitfalls,  he  or  she  often  encounters 
the  need  to  make  changes  to  compensate  for  defects  in  the 
specifications.  Frequently  the  specific  time  and  money  con¬ 
siderations  associated  with  a  change  are  decided  after  ♦'he 
work  involved  in  the  change  has  been  performed.  Since  the 
government  and  contractors  often  fail  at  this  later  date  to 
agree  on  the  terms  of  the  change,  changes  claims  may  result. 

The  changes  claim  category  involves:  1)  problems 
with  the  government  demanding  a  degree  of  performance  by  the 
contractor  beyond  contractual  requirements,  2)  constructive 
changes,  and  3)  difficulty  between  the  government  and  con¬ 
tractor  in  agreeing  on  reasonable  monetary  and  time 
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considerations  associated  with  a  change  to  the  specifica¬ 
tions.  The  pertinent  fact  category  of  government  manage¬ 
ment  involves:  1)  changes  in  contracting  officer  or  inspec¬ 
tors,  2)  inexperienced  inspectors,  and  3)  adversary  rela¬ 
tionships.  Some  possible  explanations  of  the  manner  in 
which  these  elements  within  changes  claims  interact  with  the 
elements  within  government  management  are .presented  in  the 
following  paragraphs. 

One  possible  explanation  of  the  relationship  between 
changes  claims  and  government  management  involves  changes  in 
contracting  officers  or  inspectors  during  the  performance  of 
a  contract.  Personnel  changes  often  result  in  contract  man¬ 
agers  that  are  unfamiliar  with  the  requirements  of  the  con¬ 
tract  and/or  the  events  that  have  transpired  during  earlier 
performance  of  the  contract.  If  the  contract  manager  does 
not  fully  understand  the  requirements  of  the  specifications, 
he  or  she  is  more  likely  to  create  errors  such  as  committing 
constructive  changes  and  demanding  performance  beyond  con¬ 
tract  requirements.  The  contract  manager’s  unfamiliarity 
with  the  specifications  and  lack  of  knowledge  of  past  events 
regarding  the  contractor's  performance  may  also  impair  the 
contract  manager’s  ability  to  negotiate  the  terms  of  changes 
with  the  contractor. 

Another  explanation  concerns  inexperienced  contract 
managers  who  are  not  fully  aware  of  their  authority  and 
responsibilities.  These  individuals  are  more  likely  to 
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unknowingly  commit  constructive  changes  and  to  demand  per¬ 
formance  beyond  contract  requirements.  Inexperienced  per¬ 
sonnel  are  also  probably  not  as  adept  at  negotiating  the 
terms  of  changes. 

Inexperienced  personnel  are  frequently  unaware  of 
the  procedures  and  requirements  of  good  documentation.  Poor 
documentation  further  accentuates  problems  associated  with 
changes  in  contracting  officer/inspectors,  since  the  new  con¬ 
tract  managers  have*  no  history  of  earlier  performance  of  the 
contract.  Additionally,  without  good  documentation  the 
government  cannot  provide  facts  in  support  of  itself  during 
changes  claims. 

One  final  explanation  of  this  relationship  involves 
the  existence  of  adversary  relationships,  which  inhibit 
successful  communication  between  the  government  and  contrac¬ 
tor.  This  lack  of  communication  makes  it  more  difficult  to 
negotiate  the  terms  of  a  change.  Also,  when  an  adversary 
relationship  exists,  the  contractor  is  likely  to  try  to  do 
as  little  work  as  possible,  while  the  contract  managers 
attempt  to  insure  that  the  contractor  performs  all  require¬ 
ments  of  the  contract.  In  these  situations,  frequent  con¬ 
frontations  occur  between  the  two  parties  to  the  contract. 
This  creates  tension  and  increases  the  likelihood  of  Inspec¬ 
tors  committing  constructive  changes  or  overstepping  their 
authority  by  ordering  the  contractor  to  perform  beyond  con¬ 
tractual  requirements. 
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It  appears  the  government  has  control  over  those 
factors  contributing  to  the  occurrence  of  changes  claims. 

The  moderately  positive  relationship  between  changes  claims 
and  the  likelihood  of  contractors  to  win  these  claims  indi¬ 
cates  this  may  be  a  fruitful  area  for  the  attention  of  con¬ 
tract  managers. 

Contracting  Officer  Problems 

Stongly  positive  correlations  exist  between  con¬ 
tracting  officer  problem  claims  and  SAC  projects  or  claims 
over  $50K  (Figure  5.7).  Contracting  officer  problem  claims 
also  displayed  moderately  positive  correlations  with  con¬ 
tracts  under  $100K  or  government  won  claims,  as  well  as  with 
the  pertinent  fact  category  of  government  management. 

i 

The  moderately  positive  relationship  between  con¬ 
tracting  officer  problem  claims  and  contracts  below  $100K 
implies  that  the  contracting  officer  does  not  pay  enough 

•  i 

| 

attention  to  small  contracts.  This  method  of  managing  con¬ 
tracts  would  seem  appropriate  if  it  were  not  for  the 
strongly  dependent  relationship  between  contracting  officer 
problem  claims  and  claims  over  $50K. 

A  closer  examination  of  the  contracting  officer 
problem  claim  category  and  the  pertinent  fact  of  government 
management  presents  many  possible  explanations  of  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  these  two  categories.  The  contracting 
officer  problem  claim  category  involves:  1)  contract 
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Fig*  5*7*  Contracting  officer  problems  dependency 
relationship  chart 


manager  improperly  rejecting  work,  acting  outside  of  his 
authority,  improperly  withholding  payment;  2)  overzealous 
inspection;  and  3)  nontimely  performance  of  contracting 
officer  duties.  The  pertinent  fact  category  of  government 
management  involves:  1)  changes  in  contracting  officer/ 
inspectors,  2)  inexperienced  inspectors,  and  3)  adversary 
relationships.  The  following  paragraphs  describe  some  pos¬ 
sible  situations  in  which  contractor  management  may  lead  to 
contracting  officer  problem  claims. 

A  change  in  contractor  management  personnel  may  lead 
to  a  number  of  different  contracting  officer  problem  claims. 
These  changes  in  personnel  often  result  in  the  contract 
being  managed  by  one  individual  who  knows  less  than  his 
predecessor  about  the  requirements  of  the  contract  or  past 
events  during  earlier  phases  of  contract  performance.  In 
these  situations,  there  is  a  stonger  likelihood  of  the  con¬ 
tracting  officer's  improperly  rejecting  work  or  withholding 
payment  due  to  his  lack  of  knowledge  of  contract  require¬ 
ments/past  events.-  There  is  also  a  greater  potential  for 
nontimely  performance  of  contracting  officer  duties,  due  to 
the  tendency  of  activities  to  not  be  performed  in  a  timely 
manner  during  transfer  of  responsibilities. 

Also,  the  experience  level  of  the  contract's  would- 
be  manager  may  increase  the  likelihood  of  contracting  officer 
problem  claims.  Generally,  experienced  individuals  are  more 
aware  of  their  responsibilities  and  authority,  as  well  as 
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the  warning  signs  of  claims.  This  better  enables  experi 


enced  individuals  to  take  action  to  avoid  claims.  Thus, 
inexperienced  personnel  are  more  likely  to  become  involved 
in  claims. 

Additionally,  the  existence  of  an  adversary  rela¬ 
tionship  may  lead  to  the  occurrence  of  overzealous  inspec¬ 
tion  due  to  the  many  confrontations  that  typically  develop 
when  the  contractor  and  government  are  not  working  in  a 
cooperative  manner. 

These  possible  scenarios  described  above  are  gen¬ 
erally  controllable  by  the  government.  However,  there  is 
a  moderate  tendency  for  the  government  to  win  these  cases, 
a  fact  which  would  indicate  that  this  claim  category  is  not 
a  major  problem. 
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CHAPTER  SIX 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

Our  data  were  Insufficient  for  a  three-way  analysis 
of  the  factors  affecting  claims  in  construction  contracts. 
However,  the  data  did  enable  us  to  perform  analysis  of  the 
various  two-way  relationships  between  claim  categories, 
pertinent  facts,  and  project  features.  The  analysis  per¬ 
formed  on  the  data  allowed  us  to  meet  the  original  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  study. 

The  magnitude  of  the  problems  associated  with  each 
type  of  claim  can  be  determined  through  the  relative  fre¬ 
quency  of  occurrences.  The  claim  category  of  ambiguous 
specifications  showed  a  much  higher  than  normal  incidence 
of  occurrence;  claims  related  to  design  errors  and  omission/ 
conflic*-  claims  displayed  a  much  lower  than  mean  incidence 
of  occurrence.  Each  of  the  other  types  of  claims  occurred 
an  approximately  equal  number  of  times.  Thus,  the  most  fre¬ 
quent  claims  in  Air  Force  construction  contracts  are  ambig¬ 
uous  specifications.  \ 

All  three  of  the  claim  categories  cited  above — 
ambiguous  specification  claims,  oraission/conflict  claims, 
and  errors  in  design  claims — must  be  combined  in  order  to 


determine  the  magnitude  of  problems  caused  by  defective 
specifications.  This  grouping  of  claim  categories  comprises 
percent  of  all  claims.  Thus,  the  most  frequent  cause  of 
claims  in  construction  contracts  is  defects  in  specifica¬ 
tions,  a  finding  of  frequency  also  supported  by  information 
in  the  literature. 

An  overriding  concern  when  analyzing  the  magnitude 
of  problems  in  construction  contracts  is  whether  the  claims 
are  sustained  ‘or  denied  by  the  presiding  ASBCA  judge.  In 
the  sample  data  for  this  study,  71  percent  of  all  construc¬ 
tion  claims  were  denied  at  the  ASBCA  level.  This  large  per¬ 
centage  indicates  that  most  of  the  problems  in  construction 
contracts  that  lead  to  claims  are  determined  to  be  the  fault 
of  the  contractor  and  not  the  government.  However,  the 
existence  of  strongly  positive  relationships  between  contrac 
tor  won  cases  versus  ambiguous  specification  claims  or  dif¬ 
fering  site  condition  claims,  and  moderately  positive  rela¬ 
tionships  between  contractor  won  cases  versus  error  claims 
or  changes  claims,  indicates  that  those  ASBCA  cases  the  con¬ 
tractor  wins  usually  involve  claims  related  to  ambiguous 
specifications,  differing  site  conditions,  errors  in  the 
specifications,  or  changes.  As  such,  perhaps  the  construc¬ 
tion  contract  manager  should  direct  his  efforts  at  actions 
which  decrease  the  likelihood  of  occurrence  of  these  types 
of  claims. 

The  pertinent  fact  categories  (see  Table  5.2)  which 


occur  most  frequently  involve  contractors  improperly  per¬ 
forming  their  responsibilities:  1)  failure  of  the  contrac¬ 
tor  to  read  the  specifications  adequately  occurred  24  times; 

2)  mismanagement  by  the  contractor  occurred  25  times; 

3)  inadequate  site  investigation  by  the  contractor  prior  to 
bidding  and  contractor  delays  occurred  11  times  each;  and 

4)  the  contractor  underestimating  the  size  of  the  contract 
occurred  5  times.  These  pertinent  facts  help  to  explain  why 
most  of  the  contractors’  claims  are  denied  by  the  ASBCA. 
Additionally,  it  appears  that  the  government  has  very  little 
control  over  the  occurrence  of  many  types  of  claims. 

Similarly,  positive  relationships  exist  between  con¬ 
tractor  management  versus  errors  in  the  specifications  or 
delays.  Since  contractor  management  problems  are  often  rel¬ 
atively  uncontrollable  by  the  contract  managers,  the  govern¬ 
ment  can  do  little  to  affect  the  occurrence  of  these  types 
of  claims.  However,  this  by  no  means  implies  that  the  con¬ 
tract  manager  should  not  attempt  to  reduce  the  occurrence  of 
these  types  of  claims.  The  contract  manager  does  have  a 
very  slight  degree  of  control  over  some  of  the  claims 
related  to  defective  specifications  and  delays,  and  every¬ 
thing  possible  must  be  done  to  avoid  these  types  of  claims. 

In  contrast,  the  existence  of  moderately  positive 
relationships  between  government  management  versus  changes 
claims  or  contracting  officer  problem  claims  indicates  the 
government  has  a  very  substantial  degree  of  control  over 
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these  two  types  of  claims.  Additionally,  moderately  posi¬ 
tive  relationships  exist  between  government  won  cases  versus 
contracting  officer  problem  claims  and  contractor  won  cases 
versus  changes  claims.  Although  no  statistically  signifi¬ 
cant  relationship  was  supported  between  pertinent  facts  and 
analysis  factors,  the  relationships  described  above  imply 
findings  that  may  be  valuable  to  the  contract  manager.  Of 
the  two  types  of  claims  over  which  the  government  has  a 
reasonable  degree  of  control,  a  tendency  may  exist  for  the 
government  to  lose  changes  claims,  but  win  contracting 
officer  problem  claims.  Thus,  the  contract  manager  should 

I 

direct  his  efforts  first  at  actions  that  will  decrease  the 
likelihood  of  occurrence  of  changes  claims,  and  secondly 
at  actions  that  will  decrease  the  likelihood  of  contracting 
officer  problem  claims. 

i  Many  types  of  interpretations  can  be  drawn  from  the 

relationships  between  analysis  factors  and  claim  categories, 
and  between  pertinent  facts  and  claim  categories.  These 
conclusions  are  too  numerous  to  mention  here,  but  rather  the 
reader  is  referred  to  Chapter  Five.  However,  there  are  also 
relationships  between  analysis  factors  and  claim  categories 
from  which  specific  conclusions  may  not  be  drawn  due  to  the 
knowledge  level  of  the  researchers.  Nevertheless,  a  con¬ 
tract  manager  with  a  greater  level  of  knowledge  in  this 
general  area  may  be  able  to  formulate  conclusions  from  these 
relationships,  or  at  least  these  relationships  will  make  the 
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contract  manager  more  aware  of  some  of  the  possible  causes 
of  claims.  An  awareness  of  these  relationships  should  make 
the  contract  manager  more  sensitive  and  perceptive  with 
respect  to  telltale  signs  that  a  specific  type  of  claim  is 
developing. 

Additionally,  with  respect  to  the  relationships 
between  analysis  factors  and  claim  categories,  many  of  the 
dependent  relationships  are  as  would  be  expected.  For 
example,  omissions  in  specifications  are  expected  to  occur 
more  frequently  in  large  contracts  than  in  small  contracts 
due  to  the  added  complexity  created  by  the  multitude  of 
requirements  frequently  found  in  large  contracts.  Thus, 
there  is  an  inclination  to  regard  these  relationships  as 
normal  and  acceptable.  However,  if  adequate  compensation 
were  made  in  contracts  for  the  special  characteristics 
which  tend  to  accompany  certain  types  of  problems,  then  the 
problems  would  not  occur.  For  example,  if  actions  were 
taken  in  large  contracts  to  avoid  omissions  in  large  speci¬ 
fications  through  more  careful  preparation  of  the  specifica¬ 
tions,  omissions  would  probably  occur  no  more  frequently  in 
large  contracts  than  in  small  contracts. 

Most  of  the  claims  in  construction  contracts  (71 
percent)  involve  only  issues  of  entitlement.  This  is  prob¬ 
ably  due  to  the  fact  that  at  the  time  of  the  claim,  the  work 
involved  in  the  claim  has  already  been  done.  Both  parties 
merely  need  the  Judge  to  determine  which  parts  of  the 


contractor’s  claim  are  allowable.  Once  this  entitlement 
issue  has  been  resolved,  the  government  and  contractor  nego¬ 
tiate  exact  dollar  amounts  by  applying  the  standard  rates 
of  cost  for  the  particular  materials,  equipment,  and  labor 
involved.  Issues  of  quantum  only  result  when  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  contractor  disagree  on  the  standard  rates  for  the 
work  involved,  which  seldom  occurs. 

The  data  source  used  for  this  study  was  the  most 
adequate  of  available  sources;  however,  it  was  lacking  in 
several  ways  and  substantially  limited  the  research  effort. 
Although  the  data  source  contained  much  information  of  value 
to  a  study  of  this  type,  there  was  not  as  much  consistency 
as  would  have  been  expected  in  the  reporting  of  information 
in  the  various  cases,  and  each  case  did  not  contain  a  wide 
enough  range  of  information.  A  more  adequate  information 
source  would  have  provided  a  wider  range  of  analysis  factors 
and  pertinent  facts  for  every  contract,  whether  the  facts 
directly  apply  to  a  claim  or  not.  Examples  of  this  type 
of  information  are  the  experience  level  of  the  specification 
writer  (indicated  by  the  individual's  rank  or  pay  grade), 
the  time  involved  in  preparing  the  specifications,  inter¬ 
ruptions  in  the  specification  preparation,  the  award 
bid  versus  the  government’s  estimate  and  the  bids  of  other 
contractors,  the  number  and  size  of  changes  issued  during 
contract  performance,  the  contractor's  ability  to  keep  on 
schedule,  and  the  experience  level  of  the  inspectors  and 
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contracting  officer,  as  well  as  any  other  comments  supplied 
by  the  contract  managers. 

Lastly,  some  of  the  less  common  claim  categories 
addressed  in  the  literature  did  not  appear  in  the  data. 

These  claims  include  unfair  policies/provisions  and  finan¬ 
cial  problems.  It  is  to  be  expected  that  these  uncommon 
claims  would  not  have  been  encountered  in  the  data  assembled 
for  this  study.  These  claims  might  have  been  encountered 
if  the  data  were  enlarged;  however,  this  is  not  an  important 
issue  since  the  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  analyze  common 
claim-related  problems. 

Recommendations  for  Further  Research 

1.  Our  study  examined  cases  from  recent  years 
(1977-1981).  An  interesting  variation  would  be  to  examine 
similar  five  year  periods  further  back  in  ASBCA  history  and 
compare  the  results.  If  similar  patterns  emerged  in  all 
the  periods,  it  would  show  that  the  effect  of  overall  trends 
across  ASBCA  history  is  minimal.  That  outcome,  in  turn, 
would  permit  analysis  of  a  larger  number  of  cases  spanning  a 
wider  time  period. 

2.  If  it  were  possible  to  gather  more  case  infor¬ 
mation,  a  three-dimensional  (3-D)  analysis  might  be  possible. 
The  3-D  analysis  would  allow  a  larger  set  of  conclusions  to 
be  drawn,  incorporating  relationships  of  all  three  variables. 

3.  There  are  other  sources  of  Air  Force 
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construction  contract  information  (see  Appendix  K).  How¬ 
ever,  the  best  Air  Force-wide  source  at  present  is  the  case¬ 
books.  Providing  that  the  other  sources  »re  later  upgraded, 
it  would  be  worthwhile  to  use  them  as  the  basis  of  a  wide- 
scope  study.  The  other  sources  draw  information  from  proj¬ 
ects  which  are  not  involved  in  contract  disputes,  so  it 
would  be  interesting  to  compare  the  results  of  a  study  based 
on  the  other  sources  to  our  results.  Any  non-disputed 
projects  ihight  still  involve  negotiations  at  the  contracting 
officer  level.  If  the  other  information  sources  were 
expanded  to  include  such  negotiation  information,  it  would 
be  valuable  to  extract  the  key  factors  in  the  negotiation 
process  and  compare  them  to  the  key  factors  in  the  disputes 
process. 


Our  study  looked  only  at  claims  taken  to  the  ASBCA. 
It  would  be  interesting  to  examine  those  Air  Force  construc¬ 
tion  cases  which  have  reached  the  Court  of  Claims  and  to 
isolate  the  common  characteristics  which  cases  in  the  two 
bodies  share.  The  contracting  officer  level  could  also  be 
examined  to  see  which  issues  are  similar  and  dissimilar  to 
ASBCA  issues.  j 

M.  Our  study  was  restricted  to  Air  Force  cases 


only.  An  alternate  approach  would  be  to  examine  construe- 
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tion  contracts  from  other  services,  or  the  Department  of 


Defense  (DOD)  as  a  whole. 


Cases  from  other  services  are 


also  available  in  the  BCA  casebooks.  An  overall  study 


might  provide  a  comparison  of  the  services  and  reveal  the 
role  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  in  the  process. 
Since  the  COE  deals  with  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  projects, 
it  would  take  a  cross-service  study  to  clarify  their  impact 
on  disputed  construction  contracts. 

5.  Another  alternative  approach  to  understanding 
Air  Force  construction  contract  disputes  is  to  perform  a 
case  study  of  all  disputes  at  one  base  over  the  past 
several  years.  This  study  would  focus  on  the  key  individ¬ 
uals  involved  in  the  disputes,  the  effect  of  a  changing 
Civil  Engineering  organization  roster,  the  differences  in 
how  large  and  small  disputes  are  handled,  etc.  Such 
detailed  information  would  allow  more  specific  conclusions 
to  be  drawn  than  are  possible  from  an  Air  Force-wide  study, 
and  would  have  the  advantage  of  greater  accessibility  of  a 
large  body  of  information. 

6.  A  flowchart  or  "tool”  could  be  developed  for 
construction  contract  managers  to  use  when  handling  projects 
with  certain  key  characteristics.  The  more  extensive  the 
study,  the  more  comprehensive  the  tool  would  be. 

7.  Based  on  our  conclusions,  it  would  be  worthwhile 
to  focus  on  those  areas  which  this  study  revealed  to  be  of 
primary  significance.  For  example,  specifications  and 
design  issues  were  found  to  be  important  factors.  A  sepa¬ 
rate  study  might  focus  solely  on  these  issues  and  attempt 

to  find  out  (in  more  detail)  why  the  claims  occurred  and 
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recommend  possible  solutions  to  specifications  or  design 
related  claims. 

8.  If  a  larger  data  base  could  be  assembled,  it 
would  be  interesting  to  look  solely  at  cases  which  the 
government  lost.  This  perspective  would  allow  information 
on  the  nature  of  government  mismanagement  of  construction 
contracts  to  be  assembled. 
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Ambiguous  Specifications:  specifications  which  contain 
vague  wording  or  illustrations  which  either  prevent  the 
contractor  from  accomplishing  part  of  the  work,  or  lead  him 
to  believe  that  he  should  do  some  work  which  was  not  part 
of  the  original  intentions  of  the  contract. 

Area  of  the  Country:  the  geographical  location  of  the  Air 
Force  base  where  a  project  is  accomplished.  For  this  study, 
there  are  four  subcategories  of  area  of  the  country  (see 
Table  A-l):  1)  northeast,  2)  southeast,  3)  midwest,  and 

4)  west. 

Changes :  various  direct  and  indirect  modifications  to  the 
original  project  and/or  contract,  including  change  orders, 
constructive  changes,  and  a  requirement  by  the  Air  Force  for 
performance  beyond  that  which  is  included  in  the  contract. 

Conflicts  in  Specifications:  a  contradiction  between  one 
section  of  the  specifications  and  another,  or  between  the 
specifications  and  the  drawings. 

Constructive  Changes:  changes  other  than  those  directed 
by  the  contracting  officer  that  lead  to  extra  costs  for  the 
contractor.  This  type  of  change  occurs  when  some  act  com¬ 
mitted  by  the  government  reasonably  leads  a  contractor  to 
believe  that  the  government  wants  a  change  to  the  original 


contract,  although  the  government  did  not  actually  desire 
a  change. 


Contracting  Officer  (CO)  Problems:  any  improper  actions  by 
government  personnel  during  contract  execution  that  may  lead 
to  a  dispute,  including  improper  withholding  of  payment  by 
the  CO  and  overzealous  inspection. 

Contractor  Delays:  a  delay  by  the  contractor  in  taking  cer¬ 
tain  actions,  such  as  submitting  a  complain.,  to  the  CO, 
beyond  a  period  of  time  considered  reasonable  by  normal  gov¬ 
ernment  contract  standards. 


Contractor  Failure  to  Read  the  Contract  Documents  Adequately: 
the  failure  by  the  contractor  to  read  the  contract  as  a 
whole,  or  to  clarify  patent  (obvious)  ambiguities  in  the 
specifications. 


Contractor  Management  Activities:  activities  relating  to 
contractor  management  which  may  affect  the  likelihood  of  a 
dispute  occurring.  The  following  are  examples  of  contractor 
management  activities: 

|  1.  Incorrect  sampling  procedures:  the  use  of 

sampling  procedures  (to  perform  tests  of  materials  arid  com- 

\ 

pieted  work)  which  do  not  conform  to  government  or  industry 
landards 

2.  Poor  documentation:  inadequate  record  keeping 
by  the  contractor 
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3*  Contractor  personnel  problems 

4.  Change  of  supervisors:  a  change  in  the  contrac¬ 
tor's  supervisors  assigned  to  a  particular  project 

5.  Lack  of  coordination  between  the  contractor 
and  the  subcontractor (s ) :  either  a)  a  failure  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  to  let  his  subcontractor^ )  know  about  some  crucial 
phase  or  aspect  of  a  project,  or  b)  a  failure  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  to  solicit  vital  information  from  the  subcontrac¬ 
tor^) 

6.  Poor  workmanship  by  the  contractor 

7.  Absence  of  the  contractor's  supervisor(s)  from 
the  work  site. 

Contractor  Problems  with  Additives  or  the  Bid  Schedule:  a 
misunderstanding  by  the  contractor  of  bid  schedule  items 
or  additives  to  the  bid  schedule. 

Contractor  Reliance  on  Previous  Experience  or  Trade  Prac¬ 
tice  as  a  Guide:  either  1)  an  instance  where  the  contrac¬ 
tor  feels  that  his  previous  experience  qualifies  him  to 
understand  the  particular  type  of  work  associated  with  a 
claim,  or  2)  a  feeling  by  the  contractor  that  trade  practice 
(the  way  things  are  commonly  done  in  the  industry)  dictates 
the  way  a  certain  task  should  be  performed. 

Contractor  Underestimated  the  Size  of  the  Contract:  a  sub¬ 
mittal  by  the  contractor  Of  a  bid  which  is  less  than  the 
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amount  of  dollars  reasonably  required  to  perform  the  work 
specified  In  the  bid  package. 

Delays:  Instances  whereby  the  contractor’s  performance  Is 
interrupted  by  causes  other  than  the  contractor  himself. 

The  delays  might  occur  for  many  reasons,  including  inter¬ 
vention  by  Air  Force  personnel,  supply  problems,  personnel 
problems,  and  acts  of  God. 

Design  Discipline:  the  type  of  engineering  skills  which 
were  necessary  to  design  that  part  of  the  project  involved 
in  the  claim.  Design  discipline  is  divided  into  four  sub¬ 
categories: 

1.  Electrical:  work  involving  wiring,  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  wiring  or  electrical  equipment,  or  any  other  work 
in  which  the  electrical  tasks  are  the  central  feature 

2.  Mechanical:  work  involving  heating,  ventila¬ 
tion,  and  air  conditioning  tasks 

3.  Civil:  work  involving  underground  tasks,  such 
as  excavation,  drilling  for  wells,  and  foundations 

4.  Structural:  any  type  of  work  done  to  a  building 
that  is  not  covered  by  the  other  three  subcategories, 
including  painting,  roofing,  plumbing,  installing  and  repair¬ 
ing  doors  or  windows,  fixing  walls  or  floors,  and  installing 
siding 


Differing  Site  Conditions:  Either 


(1)  Subsurface  or  latent  physical  conditions  at  tha 
site  differing  materially  from  those  indicated  in  [the] 
contract,  or  (2)  unknown  physical  conditions  at  the 
site,  of  an  unusual  nature,  differing  materially  from 
those  ordinarily  encountered  and  generally  recognized 
as  inhering  in  work  of  the  character  provided  for  in 
[the]  contract  [Department  of  Defense  Standard  Form  23-A, 
General  Provisions:  Construction  Contract,  Rev.  4-75]. 

Errors  in  Design:  an  inherent  defect  in  the  design  of  a 

/ 

project,  due  to  an  oversight  by  the  designer  or  a  basic 
impossibility  in  the  nature  of  the  Job  itself. 

Government  Management  Issues:  issues  relating  to  govern¬ 
ment  management  which  may  affect  the  likelihood  of  a  dis¬ 
pute  occurring.  The  following  are  examples  of  government 
management  issues: 

1.  Change  in  COs:  a  change  in  contracting  officer 
assigned  to  a  particular  project 

2.  Change  in  inspectors:  a  change  in  inspectors 
assigned  to  a. particular  project 

3.  Inexperience  of  inspectors:  the  lack  of  pre¬ 
vious  experience  by  an  inspector  on  government  contracts 
or  on  projects  similar  to  the  one  he  has  been  assigned 

4.  Adversary  relationship:  a  situation  wh6re 
the  government  and  the  contractor  are  constantly  at  odds 
with  each  other  and  behave  as  adversaries 

Inadequate  Site  Investigation:  a  failure  by  the  contractor 
to  properly  investigate  the  work  site  prior  to  bidding,  when 


such  an  investigation  would  have  revealed  patent (obvious) 
conditions  different  from  those  in  the  contract. 


Omissions  in  Specifications:  the  omission  of  some  vital 
instruction,  crucial  to  the  successful  completion  of  the 
project,  from  the  specifications. 

Problems  with  Warranty  Work:  a  disagreement  between  the 
Air  Force  and  the  contractor  over  the  nature  of  additional 
work.  The  Air  Force  maintains  that  the  work  is  "warranty 
work,"  and  should  have  been  performed  to  fulfill  the  war¬ 
ranty  clause  of  the  contract.  The  contractor  feels  that 
the  work  is  simply  additional  work  that  is  not  part  of  the 
warranty  provision. 

Problems  with  Submittals:  either  1)  a  disagreement  over 
the  legitimacy  of  a  submittal,  or  2)  a  violation  of  con¬ 
tract  procedures  for  submitting  or  reviewing  submittals. 

Size  of  Contract:  the  dollar  amount  awarded  to  the  con¬ 
tractor  for  performing  the  work  described  in  the  contract. 

Type  of  Work  (project):  the  general  nature  of  the  project. 
There  are  four  types  of  work  (project)  subcategories:  - 

1.  New  construction:  building  an  entirely  new 

facility 

2.  Additions:  adding  a  new  section  to  an  existing 

facility 
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3.  Alterations:  upgrading  or  changing  the  systems 
or  structure  of  an  existing  facility 

M.  Repairs:  replacing  or  fixing  the  systems  or 
structure  of  an  existing  facility 


TABLE  A-l 


AREA  OF  THE  COUNTRY  SUBCATEGORIES  BY  STATE 


Northeast 

Midwest 

West 

Maine 

Texas 

Alaska 

New  Hampshire 

Oklahoma 

Hawaii 

Vermont 

Kansas 

New  Mexico 

Massachusetts 

Missouri 

Arizona 

New  York 

Nebraska 

Colorado 

Pennsylvania 

Illinois 

Utah 

Ohio 

Indiana 

Wyoming 

New  Jersey 

Michigan 

Montana 

Delaware 

Wisconsin 

Idaho 

Maryland 

Minnesota 

Washington 

Southeast 

North  Dakota 

Nevada 

Arkansas 

South  Dakota 

Oregon 

Louisiana 

California 

Mississippi 

Tennessee 

Alabama 

Georgia 

Florida 

North  Carolina 

South  Carolina 

Virginia 
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TABLE  B-l  -  Continued 


ALL  TYPES  OP  CONTRACTS 


Report  of  Commission 
on  Government 
Procurement,  1972 

APIT  Thesis  Study:  Baxa  and 
Hicks,  1976 

Total 

Small 

Large 

1 

Changes 

Termination/ 

default 

Defective 

pricing 

2 

Termination/ 

default 

Changes 

Changes 

JL 

Defective  pricing 

Allowable  costs 

Allowable  costs 

4 

Allowable  costs 

Specifications/ 

drawings 

Specifications/ 

drawings 

5 

Specifications/ 

drawings 

Defective 

pricing 

Termination/ 

default 

6  i 

Changed  conditions 

Inspection 

Char-ged 

conditions 

7 

Cost  overrun 

Time  extensions 

Cost  overrun 

8 

Inspection 

Changed 

conditions 

Terminations 
for  convenience 

9 

Termination  for 
convenience 

Cost  overrun 

Policy/unfair 

provisions 

10 

Time  extensions 

Termination  for 
convenience 

Inspection 

11 

Govt .  furnished 
equipment /property 

Govt .  furnished 

equipment/ 

property 

Govt,  furnished 

equipment/ 

property 

12 

Policy/unfair 

provisions. 

1  Liquidated 
damages 

Time  extension 

13 

Liquidated  damages 

Policy/unfair 

provisions 

Faulty  govt, 
estimate 

14 

Faulty  govt, 
estimate 

Faulty  govt, 
estimate 

Liquidated 

damages 

TABLE  B-l  -  Continued 


ALL  TYPES  OP  CONTRACTS  ONLY  CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACTS 


APIT  Thesis  Study: 

Underwood,  1979 

Trade  Journal  Study: 
Wrisht.  1980 

* 

J. 

Financial  problems 

Defective 

specifications 

Specifications/ 

drawings 

2 

Premature  default 

Financial 

problems 

Error  in  cost 
estimate 

3 

Government  acts 

Government  acts 

Changed  conditions 

* 

Defective 

specifications 

Premature 

default 

Builder /designer 
neglect 

5 

Substantial 

performance 

Miscellany 

1 

Personalities 

6 

Failure  of 

preproduction 

samples 

Substantial 

performance 

i 

i 

7 

Miscellaneous 

Defective  cure 
notice 

8 

Defective  cure 
notice 

Failure  of 

preproduction 

samples 

I 


TABLE  B-2 

THE  GREATEST  IN-HOUSE  PROBLEMS  IN  GETTING 
OUT  A  GOOD  SET  OP  SPECIFICATIONS 


PERTAINING  TO  IN-HOUSE  STANDARDS  AND  PROCEDURES 


Owners 

Private  Design 
Professionals 

1) 

Insufficient  time  for 
preparation 

.34 

113 

2) 

Coordination  between  plans 
and  specs 

17 

101 

3) 

Coordination  of  all  phases  of 
work  in  the  Project  Schedule 

- 

25 

4) 

Establishing  and  maintaining 
good  standard  specifications 

2 

15 

5) 

0 

Coordinating  between  various 
disciplines  involved 

3 

14 

6) 

Typing,  proofreading,  and 
reproduction 

— 

12 

7) 

Lack  of  appreciation  of 
importance  of  specifications, 
dislike  of  the  chore,  apathy 

1 

7 

8) 

Communications 

- 

5 

9) 

Good  final  review  to  eliminate 
errors 

- 

2 

10) 

Coordinating  owners  requirements 

- 

2 

ID 

Delay  of  in-house  reviews 

2 

— 

PERTAINING  TO  THE  SPECIFICATIONS  ENGINEER 


1)  Maintaining  technical  proficiency/ 
knowledge  of  current  requirements 
(standards,  formats,  products, 

legal )  12  29 

2)  Adapting  "off  the  shelf” 
specifications  rather  than 

writing  for  particular  project  1  17 


;  •  I 
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TABLE  B-2  -  Continued 


Private  Design 
Owners  Professionals 

3)  Adapting  standard  specifica¬ 
tions  to  meet  project  needs 

4)  Lack  of  qualified  experienced 
specifications  engineers 

5)  Locating  and  approving  manu¬ 
facturers  specifications 

6)  Understanding  project  require¬ 
ments  and  fitting  specifications 
to  requirements 

PERTAINING  TO  THE  SPECIFICATIONS 

1)  Conflicting  statements, 

ambiguities,  complex  English, 
incomplete  specifications, 
lack  of  common  sense  and 
clarity,  poor  writing  ability 


2) 

Keeping  specifications  from 
becoming  too  voluminous 

1 

5 

3) 

Consistency  and  uniformity 
of  content 

2 

4 

4) 

Interfacing  with  requirements 
of  various  agencies 

- 

4 

5) 

Providing  for  alternates 

- 

4 

6) 

Coordinating  specifications 
with  special  conditions 

mm 

3 

7) 

Limiting  liability 

- 

2 

8) 

Using  coordinated,  current 
general  provisions 

- 

2 

9) 

Lack  of  agreement  on  speci¬ 
fication  language 

2 

TABLE  B-2  -  Continued 

Private  Design 
Owners  Professionals 


OTHER 

1) 

Difference  of  formats  and 
requirements  between  clients 

- 

16 

2) 

Government  regulations, 
requirements,  and  intervention 

1 

12 

3) 

Delays  and  continual  modifi¬ 
cations  by  client 

- 

2 

4) 

Not  knowing  ability  of  bidders 

2 

- 

5) 

Keeping  changes  to  a  minimum 

- 

1 

6) 

Lack  of  public  agency  acceptance 
of  CSI  format 

1 
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TABLE  B-3 


MOST  FREQUENT  PROBLEMS  WITH  THE  PROJECT 
SPECIFICATIONS  WHEN  ADMINISTERING  CONTRACTS 


PERTAINING  TO  THE  CONTRACTOR 

1)  Contractor’s  failure  to  read  or  understand  the 

specifications  (36) 

2)  Contractors  neglecting  to  follow  the  specifications  (30) 

3)  Unauthorized  substitutions  of  materials  by  the 

contractor  (19) 

4)  Contractor  preoccupied  with  looking  for  loopholes  (3) 

5)  Insufficient  experience  by  the  contractor  (3) 

6)  Lack  of  coordination  between  general  contractor 

and  his  subs  (1) 

PERTAINING  TO  THE  OWNER'S  SITE  REPRESENTATIVE 

1)  Lack  of  enforcement  and  difficulty  of  enforcement 

of  the  specifications  (22) 

2)  Inadequate  inspection  and  quality  control  in  the 

field  (12) 

3)  Insufficient  experience  of  owner's  field  forces  (4) 

4)  Field  personnel  do  not  read  and  understand  the 

specifications  (4) 

5)  Maintenance  of  traffic  problems  during  construction  (2) 

6)  Obtaining  conformance  to  "performance" 

specifications  |  (1) 

1 

7)  Lack  of  access  to  standards,  such  as  ASTM,  etci  by 

field  personnel  (1) 

PERTAINING  TO  THE  SPECIFICATIONS  ENGINEER 

1)  Conflicts  between  the  plans  and  specifications 
lack  of  coordination 

2)  Specification  writer  unfamiliar  with  the  tests 
standards  he  specifies 
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TABLE  3-3  -  Continued 


3)  Specifying  unavailable  materials  (9) 

4)  Difficulty  in  specifying  liquidated  damages 

clauses  that  can  be  enforced  (2) 

5)  Tendency  to  rely  on  boiler  plate  from  previous  jobs  (1) 

6)  Failure  to  define  responsibility  of  all  parties  (-) 

7)  Proprietary  requirements  quoted  in  governmental 

contracts  (1) 

PERTAINING  TO  SPECIFICATIONS 

1)  Interpretation  of  the  specifications;  lack  of 

uniformity  (91) 

2)  Incomplete  or  incorrect  specifications  (65) 

3)  Ambiguous  language  in  specifications  (48) 

4)  Conflicts  within  incompetently  prepared  specifi¬ 
cations  (25) 

5)  The  "or  equal"  clause;  determination  of  accep  tauie 

equals  (24) 

6)  Omissions  and  errors  in  specifications  (14) 

7)  Failure  to  correctly  or  reasonably  specify  pay  Items  (12) 

8)  Obsolete  products  or  methods  (12) 

9)  Adaptability  of  specifications  to  handling 

unforeseen  conditions  (11) 

10)  Specification  language  too  difficult  for  Inspectors 

to  understand  (8) 

11)  Applicability  of  specifications  to  actual  Job 

conditions  (7) 

12)  Too  complex  and  wordy;  poorly  organized;  failure  to 

cc.isider  alternates  (6) 

13)  Claims  for  payment  for  extra  work  not  adequately 

covered  ( 5 ) 
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TABLE  B-3  -  Continued 

14)  Changes  clauses  (5) 

15)  Measurements  of  quantities  for  payment  (3) 

16)  Lack  of  method  to  determine  reasonable  compliance  (2) 

17)  Specifying  new  materials  and  equipment  (2) 

18)  Inadequate  cross  references  on  large  multicontract 

projects  (1) 

OTHER 

1)  No  response  to  the  question  (56) 

2)  No  problems  with  specifications  (48) 

3)  Lack  of  feedback  from  construction  inspection  forces (5) 

4)  Nonuniformity  of  public  agency  requirements  in 

different  areas  (4) 

5)  Failure  to  communicate  (2) 

6)  Contracts  where  contractor  takes  all  of  the  risks  (2) 

7)  Insufficient  time  for  specifications  review  before 

release  to  bidders  (2) 

8)  Overturning  of  specification  provisions  by  the 

courts  (2) 

9)  Too  much  government  input  and  requirements  (1) 

10)  Owner’s  unwillingness  to  pay  for  necessary  contract 

administration  (1) 

11)  Owner  interference  (1) 
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POPULATION  CASE  LIST 
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APPENDIX  D 


COMPLETED  CASE  REVIEW  FORMS 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
JATEGORIES 


AS3CA  Case  No.  ** _  Date  Case  Heard  i ?( >  V59 Pa \ 

Name  of  Contractor  Sa^liLSAl.  L&si jjjacJLQJL^ 


Base  Peisg^o  ftps  fn.  Page  No.  ^ lo ^ a  Vol.  No. 
Paragraph  No.  i5Moj _ 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $ 

Who  won?  Govt.  —  Ktr  _ _  Amount  of  award  $ _ Q _ 

Time  Extension  requested  o)a  ;  (days )  Awarded  ol/v  (days) 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  t — 

Area  of  the  Country!  Days  Required  t*!f\  MAJCOM* 

Size  of  Contract*  i  uuk _ COE  involvement!  Yes _ No. 


Type  of  Work  (project) i  Twan  QJob 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)!  /■n7-all^»f/y I _ 


I. .  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


I 


J 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


*ERTINENT 
FACTS 


Comments  *  'Aa^p  ^£t 


T—y - 

1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9-  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 
Comments*  _ ’  V 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15*  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


ft  4  VtU't 


Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ROJECT 

EATURES 


CLAIM 
ATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  &H376 


Name  of  Contractor 


_  Date  Case  Heard 

\3  .  “Thc . _ 


AMyafr-AEj  1791 


Base  Myr-rig,  fi loch  ^  SC  Page  No.  75.  7?/  Vol.  No.  _  St-?. 
Paragraph  No.  /5>  %OQ 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  ✓  Ktr  __ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $. 
Amount  of  award  &  *t/A 


f/,67. 


(days)  Awarded  NlA  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ _  Days  Required  21L  MAJCOM*  _ 

Size  of  Contract*  $  "1.34^975.  COE  involvement*  Yes _ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ _ mroaf>it 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  •  _  11 


No 


9- 


1...  Ambiguous:  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6 .  Inaccurate  tech . 

data  in  specs. 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the* 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealcus 
inspection* 


I 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17*  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 


23. 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 


CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 


25.  Improper  T  for  C 
(continued) 


\  \ 
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*-  \  •>.'  O  .■ 


/ 


’EMINENT 

PACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries; 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  / 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts*  _ 


Lack  of  Coordination 
Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontract  >rs 

Change  in  the 
Contractor's 
Supervisor 

CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

Problems  with  v 

Government -Ftamished 
Equipment 

Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

Air  Force  Personnel 
Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  * 


—  p^town-C,! 

—  \oa.d 

—  +44t!t 

*  <>»v4. _ \n  i  p 


_ _ _ 

fcC _ 

'  It  orJjlretl _ 

c«for  harrg.  ft 


U1XX 


CASE 

INFO 


:  PROJECT- 
FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Ul 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  Myr4lg.  Bead 
Paragraph  No.  15 . 


_  Date  Case  Heard 

^t‘aelo\ju ^  Xwc. _ 

Page  No.  75,75/  Vol.  No. 


u,fluS4-«^P.  / j 


i/-Z 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q  _ 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  _ 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  N.G. 

Amount  of  award  $_  tifJt 

Hi  A  (days  )  Awarded  _ _ ( days 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _ Mech  _ Civil _ Struc  v 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM*  TAC 

Size  of  Contract*  $  US.  Hz  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No  S 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ V^ro o^/n.4 _ . 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim)*  ‘ _ foof- 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs.  ,  / 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection*  _ 1 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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PERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments : 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7 •  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 
Experience 

9-  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts : 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14 .  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15*  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ _ 


Comments : 


CASE 

INFO 


ROJECT 

EATURES 


CLAIM 
ATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  31C5  7  Date  Case  Heard  <£ily  2  2;  \12\ 


Base  .  CA 

Paste  No.  7 5.H77  Vol.  No. 

Zl-ZL 

- 7 -  » 

Paragraph  No.  IF.  2*5 7. 

Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q 

Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  577 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr 

Amount  of  award  $  N/a 

Time  Extension  requested 

jJ/A  (davs)  Awarded 

(days) 

• 

Design  Discipline*  Electr 

Mech  Civil  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country* 

Davs  Reauired  MAJCOM:  AFZ C 

1  Size  of  Contract*  $  **>.01^,000  COE  involvement*  Yes 

No  / 

- 7 - 

Type  of  Work  (project)* 

Ht-h-es* vJ’tonf  b/t/qs* 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  _ 

kJA.  If  -  J 

_ 1 _ 

1  .. .  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection' 


J- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Adat’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24 .  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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2RTINENT 
FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Comments 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3‘  Need  for  Addendum  __ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5>  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  __ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  __ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  __ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 
doCrU  n*. 


Comments*  Ca*4-«a.5io*i 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor  / 
and  Subcontractors  / 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 

Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 

f<u'(«rc.+»  ccrt'hxadb 


Page 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt.  *•**  Xtr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 
Amount  of  award  $  cf> 
lev  (days)  Awarded 


Struc 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _____  Mech  ^  Civil  .  Str 

Area  of  the  Country!  Days  Required  MAJCOMi 

Size  of  Contract!  $  i  COE  involvement*  Yes. 

Type  of  Work  (project) 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim )i 


CATEGORIES 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs .  v 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  - 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13 •  Overzealous 

inspection-  _ 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

l?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 


Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments  *  JbJs i  '«T 

StUjsi  AbC  O-tcJ  —  C4<J^ 1 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8 .  Contractor ' s  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 

And<T< 


Comments  < 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  ftPfS  ; 
Paragraph  No.  153 ft 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No. 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  Eoth  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  Nt  Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 
Amount  of  award  $  n 
p>  ( days  )  Awarded  vj 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline:  Electro  pirsMech 


Civil 


Strue 


Area  of  the  Country:  _ 

Size  of  Contract:  $  \ 
Type  of  Work  (project): 
Type  of  Work  ( Claim ):"> 


Days  Required 

-ju/wi 


t-t 


MAJCOM: 


rte-  YesM  No 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5*  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13 •  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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! 


! 

* 

i 

r 

I 

' PERTINENT 

:  FACTS 

I 

i 

1 


cJb* lco/^yz^  T^LHjbceMU 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 

^  O^cKC'^t' _ 

Comments :  _ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5 .  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor’s  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13 •  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


Comments  1 


1 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  JJ-  i 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  Pga.se  .  NH 
Paragraph  No.  I*f. 


ZlO^f  6  Date  Case  Heard  .2.6 ,  ^Sf/ 

t—  Can S4r-u.eti<K  Co.  Inc . _ 

_  Page  No.  *73.75/  Vol.  No.  gf~l 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  i  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  __ 

Time  Extension  requested 


Both  E&Q  y  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  53,  770 
_ Ktr  ✓  Amount  of  award  $  l"2 . f  W _ 


Awarded 


’  days 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline  i  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ Days  Required  _ _  MAJCOM:  5 A 

Size  of  Contract:  3  7.  72  tj  3SO  COE  involvement:  Yes  No 
Type  of  Work  (project): 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  g-xcBLva-Kon.  C  bow\cLws\ 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


1..  Ambiguous  Specs.  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5«  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7*  Differing  Site  / 

Conditions  / 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9*  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection-  _ I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

17 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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PERTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


Comments 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  * 


(*\t*A*>r*\  * 


■*  «, 


el  ia»Jul+ 


4-0  r-  2?e«/, 


liAag.  itgiV  mw  ruKm 


Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  ^30^0  Date  Case  Heard  Jam.  /?£, 

Name  of  Contractor  CsfiL,  Co"$4m.c+ion.  Coy  XVte.. _ 

Base  _ JSH _  __  Page  No.  73.  75/  Vol.  No. 

Paragraph  No.  M .  7V3 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  J  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  20,  2&0.<& 

Who  won?  Govt.  _  Ktr  /  Amount  of  award  $_  JL+ 

Time  Extension  requested  H /  A  l days )  Awarded  _  ( days ) 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


Design  Discipline  i  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _Z  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM*  _ 

Size  of  Contract*  &  2. 7Z4.  350  COE  involvement*  Yes__ 

Type  of  Work  (project) *  _ ojcsiaw  *•  Con^ArucA-  A4FM 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  __ 


SAC 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3*  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


■**  Ccn^brucA-  fvlFH  urn* 
*.</  caM&A-'orr 

w* A£L-4-er 

14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

1 6.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

1?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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PERTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  __ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  , 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9*  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  __ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts*  . 
[Cbr  -f-cultel  -it? 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


1 

ref 


TUAf*.  £*rfre. 
'norite*. 


V*TMM  XiJ «»  A  W*UU 


Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor 

Base  (LLCvCrlteClt. 
Paragraph  No.  /<-/?■! CL~ 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page .  No . 


Vol.  No. 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  jZ>‘  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt .  1/  Ktr  __ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_ 

Amount  of  award  $  itlfL 
/J /a  ( days  )  Awarded  1/ 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  q/  Civil  _  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country* 'Aft  ^  Days^  Required  lll/h  MAJCOM: 
Size  of  Contract*  $  (  95^  *3$b  COE  involvement*  Yes_ 
Type  of  Work  (project)*  t  fi-fc  1** 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim)* 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


1 < . Ambiguous  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ l 

13 •  Overzealous  1 

inspection*  I 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent.  Defects , 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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I 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


I 

;  PERTINENT 
'  FACTS 


Comments 


tIvKA****-*^  4QO 

erxd&sui,  <*» -cU****s\  ^JZ&t  ^Lai/i/u^U XU&+, 


& 


/Ku+*4a. &u<L 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 


3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5 •  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 


12.  Change  in  the 
Contractor’s 
Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 


6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectbrs 


14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15*  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


Comments : 


Case 

info 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  23*11  Date  Case  Heard  Awvil  ~f,  HU 

tf _ _  _  _ _ _  A.  * _  I  Mi  >  J...  A.  I  ^  '  I  .  I 


Name  of  Contractor  T/foM  lUrgltweyf- 


Base  O-ffcuJ-  N*L>r.  _  Page  No, 


Paragraph  No. 


JL SpAl  ?. 


Vol.  No. 


3lzL 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $.  fctoS.Ot, 

Who  won?  Govt.  y Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  £  NZa  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  n/A  ( days )  Awarded  _ ( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOMt  _ 

Size  of  Contract*  $  H j  7*7,  ///  COE  involvement*  Yes 


Type  of  Work  (project)* 
Type  of  Work  (Claim)* 


7*7, /// 


No  / 


-fiat/;/ 


±^ 


Ik  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the* 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


jL 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,,  Latent  Defects, 

or  dross  Errors 

\ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  i 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

( continued ) 


/ 
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PERTINENT 


Claim  Categories(contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments :  _ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13«  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


>  ujzA~h~ 


XhxJ. 


Comments  1 


I'.TkI 


'X's'o  n 


ASBCA  Case  No.  jhs 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  Ysjmmj 
Paragraph  No.  mm1 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No.  3 


Vol.  No, 


Case 

info 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt,  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award 

Time  Extension  requested  to \ ft  ( days )  Awarded 


’ROJECT 

MATURES 


CLAIM  | 
ATEGORIES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  is*  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  MAJCOMs  {T> 

Size  of  Contract:  &3ni«  _ COE  involvementi  Yes _ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  Coiaala»cA35fciU£g  1  iiafca _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  A *  flSu-EEiiHfcal ^ 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9-  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13 •  Overzealous 

inspection*  _ l 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

17*  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

19-  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25-  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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’ERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries : 

Comments :  _ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor’s  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Fact3s  aAL&A&d  ZCtj 


Comments : 


I 
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/  " 


Page  I  of  \  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  v/ 


;  CASE 
:  INFO 


i PROJECT 
:  FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  Lowry  ;  Cj» Iq 
Paragraph  No.  _ IJ; 


Date  Case  Heard 

)r  G.  Willia.wvS  Co »S4 ru-t.fi ar^Xwe. 

lonxdo  Page  No.  *73,  67 4  Vol.  No.  St  - 1 

t^.sn 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _ 

Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  f*k+»a>vcn 

Amount  of  award  $  d> _ 

n/a  (days)  Awarded  n/a  (days! 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _ _  MAJCOM*  /ITC 

Size  of  Contract*  $  OOP _ COE  involvement*  Yes _ No_ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  -Vt>  jouiUjr^ _ 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim )  *  ‘  e>ccavcuh‘ort  / concrci*.  tx»uri‘rw 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3-  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


\  W 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  - 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23*  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 


■.  \  \  v-1' 


PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


CO  Ac.4-?na  Xv 


;  prope/Tty 


Comments i 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

?.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Conti  actor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1  _ < 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15-  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


/ 


aix 


C~  K  mu 


-LEV. 


COS 


*5* 


Comments  t 


,  k  hr - UaA — in _ gxe.#>.v«x omA  re. 


{•ncr+4"*  +*ne>i**uJ  Pc.Y  c»H€/ui'+~. 


f 


Co»ld  im!  tjue>.rre**^y 


work**  <»rtce  Vfr-  -frWf  he  ( 


q.4*  Hi*  Work 
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-?  Us,' 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  Heard  ,  <5/ 

Name  of  Contractor  /7v/?>a  />/*</  .  . 

•n _  '  /  /)  V  ✓ l  .•  _  —■"?///  .1  tr.X 


Base  Cai,J  Am,  P!fl  Page  No.  1<J/.*Q6  _  Vol.  No.  A^AV 


Paragraph  No. 


Entitlement  tA  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  /A, /1 39.  ^2. 

Who  won?  Govt.  V  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  O _ 

T5.me  Extension  requested  X/At  (days)  Awarded  ///A  ( days ) 


Design  Disciplines  Electr  _  Mech  Civil  _  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  A//?  MAJCOM:  Q-£/ P 

Size  of  Contracts  $  2.  I  6^1  5~? 


COE  involvement:  Yes 


No 


Type  of  Work  (project): 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  -<iyCijU^ ' 


1..  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Spec3 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7-  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
”0r  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


J 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


I 

* 

•PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Comments  :  f) 

_ EEZcc&suf  /mjz*\  -Aa^-c iMad  -~ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

•  a 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

9-  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15*  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1. 


£<i-  Cfriirioucfc dL4  4 


~y^T 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


j  CLAIM 
‘ CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name 

Base  £x^i fiTS  ^ 
Paragraph  No. 


Date  Case  Heard  ZLf>  <4 fC 


of  Contractor 

Fr-\\o  c^vn  _ Page  No.  *7 H 6  *? 0  Vol.  No. 

U£°±L- 


2H1 


Entitlement  ^L_  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  1a _ 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  ^  Amount  of  award  $  pla 

Time  Extension  requested  l^p,  (days)  Awarded  o  1 A  (days) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech 


Civil 


Struc  \ 


Area  of  the  Country*  *5^  Days  Required  MAJCOM*  P^.c  Le. 

Size  of  Contract*  COE  involvement*  Yes _ Nonl. 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  fWbrvi  g-r  Abt  i,t  _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  rCr**r*i  _ , - 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

?•  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


I 


A. 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriess 


PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Comments 

Al 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5* . Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1  ^aJikJsb  JUaa'ju^ « 


Comments  t 


uaqj.  fic.v  uaw  ruKW 

| 


Bin 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 


_  Date  Case 

Pi  u 


Name  of  Contractor 

Base  € ro*A4.d  Page  No.  1 1pl 


Heard 


aw  zf .  nsi 

—i - 


Vol.  No.  X! -/ 


Paragraph  No. 


Entitlement  ^  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_  32YO 

Who  won?  Govt.  »/  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $_  AJ/A _ . _ 

Time  Extension  requested  "/A  (days  )  Awarded  _ ( days ) 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  1/ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOMi 

Size  of  Contract:  $  HQ'Ioq  _  COE  involvement:  Yes  No 

Type  of  Work  (project):  +  ref**  r 3  -k  M FH~ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  ~ _ 


>n 


1 ..  .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpre tat ion 


I 


5- 

6. 


Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 


Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


_jZ 


14. 


Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

Inspector-caused  Delay 

Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 


15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 
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PERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriess 


Comments i  _ 

1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

k.  Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 

dctA-t-cJ 


Comments!  _ 

4-t*  rtAcxzxu-ht- 


,  11.  Lack  of  Coordination 
'  Between  the  Contractor 

*  and  Subcontractors 

,  12.  Change  in  the 
‘  Contractor's 

*  Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 

*  the  Method  or  Manner 

*  of  Performance 

1  14.  Problems  with 

*  Government -Furnished 

I  Equipment 

*  15*  Use  of  Improper 

I  Communication 

I  Channels  by  CO 

*  16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

I  Performing  Contractor 

1  Duties 

S.Vwfc.  iOw.  ] 


|  CASE 
:  INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Of 
Name  of  Contractor 

Base  UclictjUcSJ-Ji 
Paragraph  No. 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No. 


F)l-( 


Entitlement  f  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  tJ/P~ 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  Amount  of  award  $  KJ /ft" _ 

Time  Extension  requested  fJjf)  ( days  )  Awarded  a/t4  (d< 

Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  f 

Area  of  the  Country i Days  Required  jP4\  MAJCOMi 

Size  of  Contract!  $ _ COE  involvement!  Yes _ No_ 

Type  of  Work  (project) «  c*Jh^j3U 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)!  ^ 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I . ..  Ambiguous:  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  sixperior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Comments: 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 


3- 

4. 

5- 

6. 

7- 


8. 


9. 

10 


Need  for  Addendum 

Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

Absence  of  the 
Contractor's  Supervisor 

Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 


Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

Adversary  Relationship 
Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  j 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15-  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


Comments 


XSXXX  LS 


ASBCA  Case  No.  _ 

Name  of  Contractor  Wo 
Base  AJatoen  KatM.Af 

Paragraph  No.  1S/072. 


Date  Case  Heard  M.ecr.  30 , 


Page  No. 


SHS  Vol.  No. 


CASE 

INFO 


:  PROJECT 
:  FEATURES 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $ _ «, 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ j/Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  N/a 

Time  Extension  requested  N^A  (days)  Awarded  _ 

Design  Discipline*  Electr  V  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  __ 

Size  of  Contract*  $  600  COE  involvements  Yes _ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  ««£  bfdq 


'  days ' 


Type  of  Work  (Claim) * 


ft*?*  eJ^cAr.  e» u . 


j  CLAIM 
! CATEGORIES 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3*  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 
Interpretation 

5«  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9 •  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

l?.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesx 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3-  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5*  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  tho 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  __ 

8-  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 

K/f  ’foiled  4®  ‘•t'ftrirt  t 


Comments  : 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

12 .  Change  in  the 

Contractor ’ s 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 

Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 

Or  r-feKcd  6 n  P  rxxcA- 

-ccs.  a 5  a  * 


u.i  (is.  yKeeui* 


V.  >m»uN 


ett 


rccritpa. 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 


Name  of  Contractor 


mm  -  _  Date  Case  Heard  go,  ms 

J* W  QaA'Aioyi  s  Xhc. _ 


Base  LAck/a+ttl ' ,  T?c.  Page  No.  11.  6?y 
Paragraph  No.  H.  SHS 


Vol.  No. 


Entitlement  ,/  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  33^  068 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  /  Amount  of  award  &  nJa  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  _N0_  ( days )  Awarded  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  jL  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  A^C 


Size  of  Contract*  $  Ll^l^OoO  COE  involvement*  Yes  / No 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  ■c-tLcJ-r’/c  *.!  I t'nfXj _ 


1...  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 


I 


5. 

6. 
7- 


Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

Differing  Site 
Conditions 


8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9*  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13*  Overzealous 

inspection*  _ 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries » 


’ERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Foor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor’s  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 

«wj 


Comments  1 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 
Supervisor  ’ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

Rlr  clarify  q.i*b 


tultxk  -Jo 

crovfej 

£oyrbrex.c4 

i 

r 

CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Page  _J_  of  _ l_  Pages 


Lin  (y 
Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ASBCA  Case  No.  wS 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  iCrlltMLA.  jteQ 
Paragraph  No.  /*/ 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No. 


Entitlement 


_  Both  E&Q  _v 

•  t/  Ktr  _ 


Who  won?  Govt,  t/  Ktr  __ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $ 
Amount  of  award  $ 
i{(&-  (days)  Awarded  _ * 


’  days 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline  i  Electr  _  Mech  _ Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  Days  Required  MAJCOM: 

Size  of  Contract  i  $  ^£>1 ,  D  60  COE  involvement:  Yes  s/  No 
Type  of  Work  (project)* 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  a 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


1 v  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 


20.1  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
1  or  Gross  Errors 


21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  ICO  Directing  Addt'l 
\  Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
1  Work 

24.  improper  T  for  D 

I 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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PERTINENT 


PACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments 


A4  12 


4* UlMLiyXiU? 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ _ .  11.  La 

P 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the  I  £ 

Start  of  Design  _ I 

i  ?  nvi 

3 •  Need  for  Addendum  _ I  x  c 

4.  Poor  Documentation  1  S 

by  Inspector  _ I  ^  ^  CQ 

5-  Inexperience  of  1  t 

Inspectors  _ 1  o 

6.  Absence  of  the  *  14.  Pr 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 1  G 

I  E 

?.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 1  15  •  Us 

I  c 

8.  Contractor's  Prior  .  c 

Experience  _ 

*  16.  Ai 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  .  p 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  v/  1  D 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  :  } 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

.Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 


12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 

Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 


i 


u 


Page 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ASBCA  Case  No.  *25: 

Name  of  Contractor  _ 

Base  .AfflJ  Att  fa 
Paragraph  No.  /t.  V4 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


3o~t 


Entitlement  JL  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $. 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  NfA _ 

Time  Extension  requested  H)A  (days)  Awarded  _ ( days ) 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline «  Electr  _  Meeh  _  Civil  /  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country!  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOMi  _ 

Size  of  Contract!  $  \f  313^ 060  COE  involvement!  Yes _ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  gj»Vfr, 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim)*  i fxCAM o n _ 


CLAIM 

ATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3-  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpre  tat ion 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs . 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Go vernment -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Z 


Page  of  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


AS  '^A  Case  No.  _ 

Name  of  Contractor 

Base  -Arnold  ifrES 
Paragraph  No.  IH. 


235 


33^  Date  Case  Heard  _ £ 

Ma<aw  ■»  Dul«'oi«  Ca***^?^ 
inn.  Page  Nc .  *7 1,  Y7 J  Vol. 


Entitlement  jZ  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Amount  of  award  $ _ fjj 

M/A  (days)  Awarded 


$f«  cleum 


’ROJECT 

■EATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  /  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country*  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM*  AFS c. 

Si2e  of  Contract*  &  ^  *1*3.  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  s-f 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim)*  _ ' _ place,  vs*  _ . _ 


CLAIM 

ATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

?•  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9«  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  __ 
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.  •'««*  r  ■  i  ... 


■  7?  r  '■  f.-i".  uvi'.i".  ri  "k1  J.  K*K] 


’ERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments  t 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor’s  Supervisor  _ 

7«  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts*  _ 

_ 4.  *^lf0  liu 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor’s 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

K4r  -fiutcol  4e  caa-d 


Comments  t 


Page  3  of  3  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Bill  _u/ 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

?EATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  325  30  Date  Case  Heard 
Name  of  Contractor  Magon  + 

Base  Arn o  I d  Ten*.  Page  No.  jJ^TLL  Voi.  No. 
Paragraph  No. 


3  fj&( 

i  A— C  • 


Entitlement  J  Both  E&Q  _ 

Who  won?  Govt.  J  Ktr  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  _ 


Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  ^ clalt*  /  ) 

Amount  of  award  $___A _ 

K'Ia.  ( days  )  Awarded  _ ( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country*  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM*  Af  SC 

Size  of  Contract*  $  1;  313.  °OQ  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No _ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  tA  .  «•£ 


Type  of  Work  (Claim)* 


/>'//  '  / 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5«  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19*  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

'Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Comments : 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3*  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

?•  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

/Vo  Pil>f  .  _ 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


Page  J_ _  of  /  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  ^ 
Bill 


ASE 

NFO 


DJECT 

ATURES 


jAIM 
JEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  0^*7  Sd.  Date  Case  Heard  Q  /jfi  P<5 

Name  of  Contractor  rb,^7J^Lp~  /IoaJs,  '  ✓«  /y) _ 

Base  Jwr  QtfS'  -Tjr'  Page  No.  “7 /3<A/  Vol.  No. 

Paragraph  No.  /<-/<-) /oft 


Entitlement' J ^y^Bo^Ti  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $ 

Who  won?  Govt.  ./^Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $ 


Time  Extension  requested  /d/fr  ( days )  Awarded  U/fi-  ( days ) 


Design  Disciplines  Electr 


Mech 


Civil 


Struc 


✓ 


Area  of  the  Country  t  A  i  Da  vs  Required  filft  MAJCOMs  ft\ 

Size  of  Contracts  $  MM  ^9 1 .  COE  involvements  Yes  No  \/ 

Type  of  Work  (project)  s  GJZXLa  sp 

m _  .  %  4  \  A a  A •  ^  I  -  /  ~J  /  * 


»  •  ’  •  '  V  ■"!.  * . — .  •  . .  .  J  "  1  I  "  'V  '  " 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim  )s  'JT ?U\A±st*utd 


6. 


Ambiguous  Specs . 

M 

14. 

Omissions  in  Specs. 
Conflicts  in  Specs. 

_ i 

15. 

Differences  in 

i 

16  • 

Interpretation 
Impossibility  of 

i 

\ 

17. 

the  work  described 

Inaccurate  tech. 

i 

i 

18. 

data  in  specs. 

Differing  Site 
Conditions 

Changes  in  Specs. 

i 

i 

19- 

20. 

Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

i 

21. 

Owner  had  superior 

i 

22. 

knowledge 

Failure  to  give 

i 

23- 

access  to  the 
work  site 

i 

24. 

Poor  Workmanship 

« 

25- 

Overzealous 

inspection- 

i 

_ i 

Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 


His  Authority 

Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

CO  Directing  Addt’l 
Work 

CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

Improper  T  for  D 
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IRTINENT 

PACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


Comments  j „ I 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3*  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

fcy  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


Comments  1 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Page  )  of  _ L  P£-ges 


Lin  _ 

Bill 


:ASE 

.NFO 


:0JECT 

:ATURES 


LAIM 
TEG0R3ES 


iHSlt 


ASBCA  Case  No.  _ 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  Kelly  f  Tem 


Date  Case  Heard  IM. 


Paragraph  No. 


tH.  7 J*f 


Page  No.  11,  Cl 2  Vol.  No.  2Q-2L 


Entitlement  X  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $. 

Who  won?  Govt.  J  Ktr  Amount  of  award  %—m - - 

Time  Extension  requested  A) jA  ( days  )  Awarded  Nj/A  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  )/ 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM*  AfL C 

Size  of  Contract*  $  m.C. _ COE  involvement*  Yes  / No _ _ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  *lrtSha.lld.4’*<n,f  Jr  c.li»||<Ji  iiatl 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim)*  ' _ tola^wc _ _ _ 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpre  tat ion 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


I 


/ 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15-  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

17-  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


:rtinent 


PACTS 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts: 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Page  J_  of  Fages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


I 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  tSc.fapsC&tt'Zrt')  Date  Case  Heard  <~gT ~S.t 


Name  of  Contractor"*-?-?*^  <Q-siLJ^~4vuC^iJ  (~Q  ■  -X-rr 


Base  N-AflV  Page  No.  3. '£f£L 

Paragrapji  No. 


Vol.  No.  PCi^ 


*  "fie4n 

Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  &<lf JjjSESoJdu^ 

Who  won?  Govt,  v  S  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  {[/A-  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  tl  U  ( days!  Awarded  tijjl  (days  ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech 


Civil 


_ Struc  »  J_ 


Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  MAJCOMj 

COE  involvement:  Yes _ No 


Size  of  Contract:  $  9  /  ¥  COE  involvement:  1 

Type  of  Work  (project): 

_  m  ... .  J  \  V  y £  m  A  A  Pm*  > P  A  A  TZ*  i  a  ti.i 


Type  of  Work  (Claim):  i‘A^j^rKAL^tXk 


1.. 

Ambiguous  Specs . 

1 

14. 

2. 

Omissions  in  Specs. 

15. 

16. 

3. 

Conflicts  in  Specs. 

_ 1 

4. 

Differences  in 

~l 

5- 

Interpretation 
Impossibility  of 

1 

1 

17* 

the  work  describee 

1 

18. 

6. 

Inaccurate  tech. 

1 

| 

data  in  specs. 

1 

19. 

7- 

Differing  Site 

1 

1 

Conditions 

1 

20. 

8. 

Changes  in  Specs. 

9. 

Challenges  in  the 

1 

21. 

"Or  Equal"  area 

__  1 

10. 

Owner  had  superior 

1 

22. 

knowledge 

■  i  | 

23. 

11. 

Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

1 

| 

work  site 

24. 

12. 

Poor  Workmanship 

_  -  -  1 

25- 

13. 

Overzealous 

1 

inspection* 

_ 1 

Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

Inspector-caused  Delay 

Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

CO  Acting  Improperly 

CO  Directing  Aidt’l 
Work 

CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

Improper  T  for  D 
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FERTINENT 

FACTS 


/ 


Claim  Categories ( contd . ) 

Additional  Claim  Categries:  £) d-U ’■I'te 


Comments  :  ffgf  CO  JiX f  A'^tb- 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts 

Comments  :  <*tv 

_ ^  '  _ _ _ 
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Page  of  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


Lin  j^/ 
Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  HeardgOS\Jun^ ■ 

Name  of  Contractor  Chx  K4p<  rh^i  I  0"vj,  ~Tjrr  . _ 


Base  p,  iPT.tf&err^ AfS(SlPage  No.  ~? ]££&.  Vol.  No.  .8CK 


/u,  |p: 

ParagYSrph  No.  I U^Toc1^ 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  -CMj  liVS-QCj 

Who  won?  Govt .  C/^  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  A J  j  A _ 

Time  Extension  requested  hi  I  fV  ( days )  Awarded  *  jjA  ( days ) 


\Z 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ Days  Required  |(AC>  MAJCOM: 

Size  of  Contract!  $  COE  involvement:  Yes _ No  / 

Type  of  Work  (project):  gvg, Vux 

m _  _  t.i _ m f  \  Ji  ^  ^  ^  *  g  iC-  X  /  ^  j.  % 


Type  of  Work  (Claim)  i  £ O  /feti 


1.  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

?.  Differing  S3  e 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Comments  ;  3.0  Q  f<n> 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor ' s 
Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Go vernment -Furnis he d 
Equipment 

15-  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments : 
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Page  J _  of  %  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 


Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor  "fcr*  L 
Base  fllTS.S 

Paragraph  No.  I <-4^7*’ ^ 

Entitlement  ^  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  _-^Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


'CO'TH' 


Date  Case  Heard 

)fjsrpjxznad  CjO, 


Page  No.  1  i 


Vol.  No. 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 
Amount  of  award  $  O 
1 11  A-  ( days  )  Awarded 


Design  Discipline i  Electr  _  Mech  y  Civil  _ Struc  i 

Area  of  the  Country t  Days  Required  C\C)  MAJCOMi  ‘‘Tfoc. 

Size  of  Contract!  $  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No  ^ 

Type  of  Work  (project)  t  \ 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim  )i  .  JujuL^+xurfr 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs.  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  ____ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the- 

work  site  j 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ I 

13 .  Over zealous  1 

inspection*  I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ ___ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 
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’ERTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Fumis  he  d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Pages 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


k vmm 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  Heard  cOTJTkIk  SO 


Name  of  Contractor""^  M  CvlkApj  \Cl\CfiJ  C(S  JjfX . 


Base  &£&  -OTage  No.  Vol.  No.  50-^ 

Paragraph  No. 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  (U/41 _ 

Who  won?  Govt.  J  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  Mffi  (days)  Awarded  'O  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr 


Mech 


Civil 


Struc 


Area  of  the  Country*  5 £  Days  Required  MAJCOM*  rOd. 

Size  of  Contract*  $  _ COE  involvement*  Yes  No  \J 


Type  of  Work  (project)*  cbw^L. 


Type  of  Work  ( Claim )  *  ^ 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

1?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 


CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 


23- 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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•ERTINENT 

PACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 

Additional  Claim  Categries*  5^^  o*\ 


Comments  i  £*>nnvg*cfj  «  «y  3.tf<f5~5 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts*  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  * 


Page  J _ of  I  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


CASE 

INFO 


ROJECT 

3ATURES 


/  \ 
/  s 


:laim 

VTEGORIES 


Lin 

Bill 


c/' 


ASBCA  Case  No. 


Date  Case  Heard 

Name  of  Contractor  t6,  ,c.klPi  /  g.  <f^l &m>yc  C 
Base  l  QjQ  Page  No.  UCfc&Cl  Vol.  No. 


JSO± 


Paragraph  No.  IQ ^ 


V 


Entitlement  v  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt .  of  Claim  $  x£2 

Who  won?  Govt.  ^  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  O _ 

Time  Extension  requested 


1  fj«A  (days)  Awarded  f  \^HL 


( days ) 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  y  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country : /t^^TDays  Required  ////?  MAJCOM:  IXCl  ,C  - 
Size  of  Contract*  $  UaIl _ COE  involvement*  Yes  No  V 


Type  of  Work  (project) *  UUnxi/, 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim)*  _ 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


"7 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 


197 


I 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


Comments :  Q  Jid 

tK 


rJi<2.  ctt*ou*f-+r-  u&ck.  i*. oe  Ij&/ 


RTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ I  11. 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the  I 

Start  of  Design  _  . 

3*  Need  for  Addendum  J  l 

4.  Poor  Documentation  • 

by  Inspector  _ I  ^ 

5*  Inexperience  of  * 

Inspectors  _ I 

6.  Absence  of  the  *  14. 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ • 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by  1 

Contractor  _ *15. 

8.  Contractor's  Prior  . 

Experience  _ 1 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ ( 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors _ I 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts*  far 

.  4n  rf-u  wW£f  r 


Comments  * 


Lack  of  Coordination 
Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

Change  in  the 
Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

Problems  with 
Government-Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

Air  Force  Personnel 
Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 

J  dJ_e  dtf.j'f  Tie  scle. 

io  clart  Ptc+jrb*. 


*nuMXL\ 
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IOJECT 
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TEG0R3ES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  <33130  Date  Case  Heard 
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Base  _fcigfand.  La.. 
Paragraph  No. 


tt- 


Ro<4 


I><LC.  IQj,  1  *?7 *? 


Page  No.  £<r<nH  Vol.  No.  %0~ I 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt .  / Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  No» 

__  Amount  of  award  $_  — N/4 _ 


van 


( days )  Awarded  N jA  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ 

Size  of  Contract*  $  13.*?, 


Type  of  Work  (project)* 
Type  of  Work  ( Claim ) *  __ 


_  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Days  Required  /30  MAJCOM*  T~A  C 
HtO  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No 

dorms _ 
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re 


r©o£  i  i 


-Supply _ p»ot>le»*.S 


Ik  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal”  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

1 6.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

17-  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
I  Directing  Work 

•  19.  Inspector  Improperly 

I  Stopping  Work 

1  20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

■I  or  Gross  Errors 

[  21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

,  22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 
Work 

•  23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 


_ I  24.  Improper  T  for  D 

- [  25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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jrtinent 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


Comments  t  _ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2 .  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

9-  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts  1 


I  - 


Comments  1 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Go  vernment -Pumis  he  d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

C  &  n-4-r q_ot-o  r—  <J  e.lq/yt»cJ 
a  c+i  on^ 


*+■*-»- _ 
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Paragraph  No.  imm  _ 


Entitlement  N  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $r2-H  i n.«T 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ _  Ktr  Ni  Amount  of  award  $  i  ■>)  a _ 

Time  Extension  requested  mo  (days)  Awarded  i->ip>  (days) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country i  5  £  Days  Required  MAJCOM*  ^  acl 

Size  of  Contract*  $  imw _ COE  involvement*  Yes _ No^ _ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  fin  a,  Limits-  ^  ^ 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim)* 


1. 

Ambiguous  Specs. 

1 

14.  Improper  Liquidated 

•  # 

2. 

Omissions  in  Specs. 

Damages 

— 

w 

3. 

Conflicts  in  Specs. 

1 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

■ 

“•*  *: 

4. 

Differences  in 

1 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

*  _  . 

Interpretation 

1 

His  Authority 

— 

5- 

Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

J ! 

17.  Inspecxor  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

'  Y  rji 

3  6. 

Inaccurate  tech. 

i 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

data  in  specs. 

i 

Directing  Work 

H 

7- 

Differing  Site 
Conditions 

i 

19*  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

m1 

8. 

Changes  in  Specs. 

— -  -  --  1 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

9- 

Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

10. 

Owner  had  superior 

i 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

••  -■ 

knowledge 

Work 

— 

m 

11. 

Failure  to  give 

i 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

,  •  „ 

access  to  the 

i 

■ . 

work  site 

2! 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

• 

12. 

Poor  Workmanship 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

• 

13- 

Overzealous 

i 

inspection- 

i 

_ L_ 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3-  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 


Additional  Pertinent  Pacts* 


Comments  t 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


■  in  t  i  ■ »  ■  »  i  t»  PTf  ivu".'T.l  «r 

Pag®  _L  of  _L.  Pag-es 
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Bill  y 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  Heard  Apr  »1 


Name  of  Contractor 
Base  *Tr CA 


PTcm  e_  AsSocCoA-^  }  JTwc  . 


1o.  1920 


Paragraph  No. 


Mf-223- 


Page  No.  H.  r±S  Vol.  No.  86-/ 


Entitlement  1/  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  ✓  Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_ 

Amount  of  award  $  -a-m - 


1/A  ( days )  Awarded  n/A  (days) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  /  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM*  MAC. 

Size  of  Contract*  &  1 9*1  900  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ *  >r  SjPrt%*  kl  S  V.rte»vi 


Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ »r  y  r/*  j kf  er  s 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  j/pleu.*.** .  g'f  PCU 


l*  Ambiguous  Specs.  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7-  Differing  Site 

Conditions  J _ 

8.  Changes  in  Spec:..  ' 

9»  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection* 


I 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages. 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
•  Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  00  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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PERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries  : 


Comments ! 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor’s 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

;  % 


Comments :  -ho  b<xc|  w 
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CASE  REVIEW  FORM 
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ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor' 
Base  on  ftpi 
Paragraph  No.  hoq 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No. 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  N  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  \j _ Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  r\ 

Time  Extension  requested  uift _ ( days  )  Awarded 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _ Civil  N  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country *  Days  Required  jhO  MAJCOMj  j3 


Size  of  Contract*  i. 
Type  of  Work  (project)* 
Type  of  Work  (Claim)  *  "j^ 


COE  involvement*  Yes 


Ik  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5*  Impossibility  of 
CLAIM  -the  wort  described 

JATEGORIES  g.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal”  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

*  knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13 •  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional'  Claim  Categries  t 


life 


Page  q2 _  s£_.  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORK 


Lin  \ 
Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  £ 
Paragraph  No.  i 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No, 


Case 

INFO 


Entitlement  V  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  N  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  q\a 

Tima  Extension  requested  \Me>  (days)  Awarded  v 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline  i  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civile  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country  Days  Required  r3.HO  MAJCOMi  a! 

Size  of  Contract*  .^oP  ft  COE  involvement!  Yes_ 

Type  of  Work  (project )i  of  ,«uf 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)  i  ZZr&su*.  tjJdogrea^,  xy hog 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Over zealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


PERTINENT 
PACTS 


Comments  :  /)  Mry^Xjj  >SUr-^  r*> 


1. 

2. 

3. 


Need  for  Change  Order 

Poor  Criteria  at  the 
Start  of  Design 

Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1  fau&QZe 


Comments*  _ _ 
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CASE 
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ATEGORIES 
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Entitlement  */  Both  E&Q  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  3.%  377. 37 
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Area  of  the  Countrv:  Days  Required  MAJCOM: 

Size  of  Contract:  &  &  1  COE  involvements  Yes  /'No 

Tvpe  of  Work  (project):  C*e>hS-h,tte*,h‘0H  <rr  h  Ida 

Tvpe  of  Work  (Claim):  '  f p<,-h+Jl'tA‘*oyt  erf 

—> 

1..  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 


5- 

6. 


Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 


Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

Differing  Site 
Conditions 


7- 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13 •  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 

Additional  Claim  Categries:  £trror  t* 


Comments  s  H/O.S  •  tu (?«$$»  bl«.  4-»  <-» 


/***.  w/  spe.cS 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3-  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts* 


Comments:  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor’s 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15*  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


-  —  -  —  . 
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CLAIM 
ATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 
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Date  Case  Heard  iOA 
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Entitlement  ✓  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  *~f,  O-SiS* 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  l/  Amount  of  award  $  Ujfl _ 

Time  Extension  requested  if! A  ( days  )  Awarded  jd/fi  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline:  Electr 


Mech 


Civil 


Struc 


Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  Soffit  MAJCOM:  JftAPL) 
Size  of  Contract:  &  3f  1 1  COE  involvement*  Yes  No  */ 
Type  of  Work  (project): 


Type  of  Work  (Claim): 


4 


1*  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Comments  s  ^ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ .  11.  La 

1  B 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the  I  " 

Start  of  Design  _ I 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ I  12  *  C£ 

4.  Poor  Documentation  1  S 

by  Inspector  _ *13.  CO 

5.  Inexperience  of  1  t 

Inspectors  _ •  o 

6.  Absence  of  the  1  14.  Pr 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ •  G 

I  P 

?.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _  15*  Us 

8.  Contractor's  Prior  . 

Experience  _ 

9 .  Adversary  Relationship  _ I  ^  ^ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ I  Di 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 
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ATURES 
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PEGORIES 
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2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5*  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the’ 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  | 

17*  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25*  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories ( contd . ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments  t  I )  * 


!RT  INENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor’s 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16..  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts*  Antjj dAAztlyjf 


Comments  < 


Page  of  Pages 


OJECT 


ASBCA  Case  No.  JVJ 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base 

Paragraph  No.  fdf. 


OA3 )*i  Date  Case  Heard  ^ 

;or  ^T/^^jfccp-K  CsC*' _ 

vf&i  V  ^  Page  No.  _ Vol.  No.  _St 


~2 


Both  E&Q 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  1/  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt,  t/  Ktr  : _  Amount  of  award  $ _ 

Time  Extension  requested  Ufa  ( days )  Awarded  _ 


Awarded 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  d  Days  Required  MAJCOM*  2 

Size  of  Contract*  $  n)1~  f“^//  COE  involvement*  Yes_ 
Type  of  Work  (project)* 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  \ 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

« 

25 •  Improper  T  for  C 

( continued ) 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments  :  dij.* 'T <>; XyT £Z*£uj x&c***/ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3-  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11. 


Lack  of  Coordination 
Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 


12.  Change  in  the 
Contractor* 3 
Supervisor 


13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 

•  ^rrvCJ^Uy\!l^ _ _ 

Comments  :  *0  su^tJ>-SLcX~  /t^ 


;■  Page  jJ_  of  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  OA3  h 
Name  of  Contractor  /k 
Base 

Paragraph  No.  /Vg>  5  1 


Date  Case  Heard 


i  2-S  5^  7  ? 


Vol.  No.  7f*  Z 


;  CASE 
:  INFO 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  t/  Amount  of  award  $ _ ^ 

Time  Extension  requested  aJ/p  ( days )  Awarded  __ 


:  PROJECT 
: FEATURES 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country!  W* £  Days  Required  ^7#  MAJCOMi  _ 

Size  of  Contract!  $  7f  2-i  ~b  f  (  COE  involvement!  Yes_ 
Type  of  Work  (project)  i 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim )  i  4  *t*t/fi*u*v*\ 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


1^  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

5.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7 .  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Over zealous 

inspect  ion- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25-  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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•PERTINENT 
|  FACTS 

j 


Claim  Categories { contd . ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Comments 


*&>dL#*t***C*  Cr^bL'lsl*  ' 


1. 

2. 


v/ 


Need  for  Change  Order 

Poor  Criteria  at  the 
Start  of  Design  _ 

3*  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5*  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1  -0  Iluml/a 
✓t JiXi  SKet~AM 

Comments  t  _ _ 


I 


Page  <L'of  ,2l_  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor 
Baserf/^^.>^xXAjP  fo 
Paragraph  No  /  *-/ 


I  I  Date  Case  Heard  ?f 

^/vA^p age  No.  _ Vol.  No. 

C<\4 


Entitlement  Z  Botji  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt.  vZ  Ktr  _ 

Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Amount  of  award  $ _ jj, 

( days  )  Awarded 


Mech 


$(UJC 


’days 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  v  Mech  v/  Civil  2Z  Struc  \f 
Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  ft  MAJCOM:  ill  Af~~ . 

C  4  i*a  rt -f*  ^.4“  •  4  ^  (  I  X  a*.  v—  —  .  f 


Size  of  Contract*  $  ’‘7/2.^  (f 
Type  of  Work  (project)*  <&*uiZv 
Type  of  Work  (Claim)* 


_ COE  invQlyement*  Yes _ No  \ 

line. '  fejize  rm.nkok5.  epiT 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


1..  Ambiguous:  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7-  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  T 

9*  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  ' _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give 

access  to  the  I 

work  site  I 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ I 

13 ♦  Overzealous  I 

inspection-  I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19*  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


PERTINENT 

FACTS 


Comments  :  3)  IfrCtfliA  *ot o=ce<<je  6  m.  friaenf  'iit»<zor {cC situ 


ZsMIEL 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7- 

8. 

9- 


Need  for  Change  Order  J 

Poor  Criteria  at  the 
Start  of  Design  _ 

Need  for  Addendum  _ 

Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector  _ 

Inexperience  of 
Inspectors  _ 

Absence  of  the 
Contractor’s  Supervisor  _ 

Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

Adversary  Relationship 


jZ. 


10.  Change  in  Inspectors 
Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor ' s 
Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Page 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  _Z 


ASBCA  Case  No.  *13.193  Date  Case  Heard  J37.1 

Name  of  Contractor  C»*>*+rn4.c-f  ion  C-a. _ 

Base  _S \n  «?pp4Mna)  _  Page  No.  Vol.  No.  79~7L 

Paragraph  No .  fX  970 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  /  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  I'ljH'lS 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ -Ktr  %/  Amount  of  award  $  *5  C 2.3 .  95 

Time  Extension  requested  NjA  ( days )  Awarded  _  N/*  ( days ) 

Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  Civil  _ Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  3o  MAJCOM:  A“TC. 

Size  of  Contract:  $  3 V , &OQ _ COE  involvement!  Yes _ No  ^ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  repair-  fros^/AaV  ***r  c.o*rJ.  Sys-he**^ 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim  )i  ai*  hcu»cMe_r* 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12 .  Poor  Workmanship 

13 •  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25*  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by  > 
Contractor  V 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  * 


Page 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  A_ 
Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  0,3 ), 
Name  of  Contractor 

Base  fp.C.hn  g.&. ..  Eti 
Paragraph  No.  i ' 


Date  Case  Heard 


No.  Vol.  No, 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  N  Both  E&Q  _ _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  ^ _  Amount  of  award  $  i 

Time  Extension  requested  i _ ( days )  Awarded 


ROJECT 

EATURES 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _  Struc  N 

Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  MAJCOM: 

Size  of  Contract:  $  lo  _ COE  involvement:  Yes _ No 


Size  of  Contract:  $ 

Type  of  Work  (project): 
Type  of  Work  (Claim):  __ 


I. .  Ambiguous:  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

.t,™  5-  Impossibility  of 

CLAIM  the  work  described 

ATEGORIES  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


’ERTINENT 
PACTS 


Comments  :  ~  coo^^y 

fjer^\4^r\  /\»^£Ltj  *u-r-a4  .  * 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5 .  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

9-  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


Comments : 


of  J _ Pages 


Page 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  ^ 


CASE 

INFO 


ROJECT 

2ATURES 


3LAIM 
ITEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  232??  Date  Case  Heard 


Name  of  Contractor 
Base  F  £•  Ucur-tn 


_  _ M*. v  'ZI./979 

*7 Hhsa  Sa i.iV<  £oksivu**t'» * 

Vtyo.  Page  No.  Vol.  No.  7? -2. 

25T 


Paragraph  No. 


t>  2. 27? 


Entitlement  _ /  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  22  07/ 

Who  won?  Govt.  Ktr  JL  Amount  of  award  $_  WA 


Time  Extension  requested  fJ^A  (days)  Awarded 


( days ) 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ ’  Struc  {/ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  s/kl 

Size  of  Contract:  $  *7^  !$*},  930  COE  involvements  Yes  /  No _ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  co -ft 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim ) :  Art'** 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3*  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5-  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

?.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9-  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 

access  to  the 
work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13*  Overzealous 

inspection*  __ 


I 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17*  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25-  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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RTINENT 


Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


Comments 


M V *  <*  ft  &  f  0mJ  *  HA 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor’s  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts: 


Comments : 


i«1»sb 


r  +  ieM  *£WsW 


\itA  . 


^  Wv  «. 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  cr  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

Ui! 


U>A. 


too  a 


Page  1  of  I  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  N 
Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  ^.13 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  v^-rr  jVEJS  vV 
Paragraph  No.  lyu*' 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No, 


Vol.  No. 


Entitlement  N  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.'1^ _ Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $ 

Time  Extension  requested  (days)  Awarded  _j. 


3JECT 

\TURES 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  N  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  ^lA  MAJCOM:  ££ 

Size  of  Contract:  &  i  umj  COE  involvement*  Yes_ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  hear  <ua,aL«t 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  %cxb-~e  _ 


iiAIM 


JURIES 


I*.  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpre tat ion 

5 .  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  spec’s. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9«  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments :  t 


4, 


iTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2 .  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  .the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the  * 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Go  vernme  nt  -Fumis  he  d 
Equipment 

15-  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 
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ASBCA  Case  No. 


Name  of  Contractor 


23587 


Base  Loriw^  ;  Aiding. 
Paragraph  No. 


Date  Case  Heard 


3Tu/ 
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I**.. 


5 ,  /f7? 


Page  No. 


£8.567 


Vol.  No.  77-2 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $ 

Who  won?  Govt.  J.  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  1700 _ 

Time  Extension  requested  n/ A  ( days )  Awarded  .444—  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline j  Electr 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ 

Size  of  Contract:  $  66, 


_  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  / 

Days  Required  JJL.  MAJCOM:  SAC 


Type  of  Work  (project): 
Type  of  Work  (Claim):  _ 


/ffO.  COE  involvement:  Yes _ No  S 

rgpl €iot~v+i4r»iry  w»n<J o 
‘  Wi*nj»uo<. 


I . .  Ambiguous.  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

A.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5*  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  ,  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.'  _ 

9 •  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superiol 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection* 


I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15 •  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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ASBCA  Case  No. 


Date  Case  Heard  U  v\i,  t 


Name  of  Contractors^  r/Myitumnn  d  ilau-LOu 

Base  fir  ft  n*kA  Page  No.  \^Ps:oq  Vol.  No.  jaa^ 

Paragraph  No. 


Entitlement  N  Both  E&Q  n  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $x1J££lSLDB-- 

Who  won?  Govt.  N _ Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  rh _ 

Time  Extension  requested  ima  (days)  Awarded  (days) 


Design  Discipline i  Electr 


Mech 


Civil  _ Struc  Nj_ 


Area  of  the  Country!  Days  Required  MAJCOMi  cym^p. 

Size  of  Contract!  $ flo t.  g>  a  \r.  COE  involvementi  YesN  No 

Type  of  Work  (project  )t  C^^sn  Fh^rr 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim )i 


1.  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


A 


.Shag^s  Uflftd  -fit/-  rpb  Urxj ,  )Qos<ls&__ 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector- caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19*  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25*  Improper  T  for  C 
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PERTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments :  ' 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior  f 

Experience  v 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 

CC&frtfhcX  SU*x(  £4.4.  /*■ J 


Comments : 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 
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CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  _ o 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  Sco% ,  X  jj . 
Paragraph  No. 


Date  Case  Heard  3u(y  3.1/.  H7*! 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No.  77-SL 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  f  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  1 ,230.60 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  1  2.3 .  QG» _ 

Time  Extension  requested  ( days )  Awarded  N JA  ( days ) 

Design  Discipline t  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  MAJCOM:  MAC 

Size  of  Contract i  $_  -JJl £11 _  _  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No  ✓ 

Type  of  Work  ( project)*  <k\  r  re,  gywa^g.  -fc>  MF  H 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim  )i  ftbof-  Truces  (d&luteq.  *  iukhuifzdl. 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

A' .  Differences  in 
Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in 'specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Over zealous 

inspection- 


improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

Inspector-caused  Delay 

Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work  - 

Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

CO  Acting  Improperly 

CO  Directing  Addt'l 
Work 

CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

Improper  T  for  D 

Improper  T  for  C 
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PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Claim  Categories ( contd . ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


Comments : 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

9*  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

12.  Change  in* the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  witu 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 

Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 


Comments  1  _ 


_ mductof  by  3 

Co  c^Uuf  a-heJ 

A  _ c-Q Cncj  -bo  -fa 


CJBSL4L. 


p _ 4 
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\  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


ASBCA  Case  No .  in 
Name  of  Contractor 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amc.  of  Claim  $ 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  ^  Amount  of  award  $  o  )/> _ 

Time  Extension  requested  W>|  a  (days)  Awarded  ni  ^  (< 


Awarded 


Who  won?  Govt. 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  uor\  MAJCOM: 

Size  of  Contract:  ^  Ny  _  COE  involvement:  Yes _ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  i fi&ggu l a  CQJiaes 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  lUn.n* 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I . . . Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  sp^ng. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

17-  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments  i 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5«  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior  / 

Experience  V/ 

9*  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Fumis  he  d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  * 
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CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  'xms  Date  Case  Heard  AJotf.  2* 

Name  of  Contractor  Pe,l4^  Lifted  Co^^rnc-h'oH _ 

Base  f  Uihb+re  ,  A/y  __  Page  No.  C&.£  33  Vol.  No.  " 
Paragraph  No.  J  1X31%..  ~ 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  i/  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt .  S'  Ktr ' _ 

Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  A.at.  of  Claim 
Amount  of  award  $  A i^A 
J/A  ( days )  Awarded 


’  days 


PROJECT 

fEATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  /  Mech  _ t3ivil  _ Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  SAS 

Size  of  Contracts  $  t  "23,0  2.i  COE  involvements  Yes _ No  f/ 

Type  of  Work  (project) s  _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  •  PVC  d u.crh  . 


CLAIM 

JATEGORIES 


1 ..  Ambiguous.  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ ; 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5-  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

?•  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the> 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13*  Overzealous  1 

inspection-  _ I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

I?.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting  / 

Work  V_ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 

(continued) 


Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


S-rrotr  m 


Comments :  A  aJith'twl 


&.  nece*<+4/ 


wetr-  9 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor’s  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 
Experience 

9-  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

Pro  l»S  .  **>/  guVvKt’&A.l.S 


>rr~  Wd 


it  1*4*. 


rvtore 


l<br  cleuwej  -Hu*.  4- 


c-ond  «i-h 


Sh 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Page 


of  Pages 


LinV-i 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  -p  )c 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  ,  ‘vtai-a  ftp 
Paragraph  No.  q 


Date  Case  Heard 


Vol.  No, 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  N  Amount  of  award  $ 

Time  Extension  requested  niA  (days)  Awarded 


ROJECT 

EATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  ^ _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country Days  Required  MAJCOM:  ^ 

Size  of  Contract*  $  Q^?  i  COE  involvement*  Yes_ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  flaJagllgZhil t  dju., Sdzteslue, 
Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  oP ^  *n>  U, 


3LAIM 

VTEGORLES 


1*  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpre tat ion 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the> 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25-  Improper  T  for  C 
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2RTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriess 


Comments;  0 


d<-d  a* juZAst, 'T~  c  tc  <sj 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 


4.  Poor  Documentation 
fcy  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 


r 


£. 


.  Lack  of  Coordination 
Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 


.  Change  in  the 
Contractor's 
Supervisor 


.  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 


6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 


14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 


9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1  Jz&v'JT' 


Comments 
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CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 
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ASBCA  Case  No.  -3  ic 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  AFT3 
Paragraph  No.  2 


Date  Case  Heard 


-7' 


Page  No, 


Vol.  No. 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  \j _ Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  k 

Time  Extension  requested  H  M  ( days )  Awarded  _ 


DJECT 

ATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  _N» _ 

Area  of  the  Country */?/ A* <*7bays  Required  MAJCOM*  v. 

Size  of  Contracts  $  11  Hj  3J  COE  involvements  Yes _ NoN; 

Type  of  Work  ( project)*  ^ _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  r^rf-  dnf< _ . 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

•atm  5*  Impossibility  of 

jAIM  the  work  described 

PEGORIES  g  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to '  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Over zealous 

inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

I?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriess 
U  <X  * 


&r 


*Ocj  CO  ,A<sf~  diC.'k'n* 


Comments : 

AJL/vr** !_<*/  f 


<L<ULJ2s£td.~%K 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _iZ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3-  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5-  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts:  7U. 


ZSl 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 
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lSE 
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.TURES 


AIM 
EGORIES 
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Paragraph  No.  -7~3^7  5* 


Entitlement  ^ _  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt .  ^ _ Ktr  __ 

Time  Extension  requested 


Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Amount  of  award  $  £>  IP _ 

o\&  (days)  Awarded  o\p,  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  * _  Civil  _ Struc  N 

Area  of  the  Country 'tf, Days  Required  MAJCOMs  v^/w 


Size  of  Contract:  &  N  Iff  93. 1  COE  involvement:  Yes _ No^m 

Type  of  Work  (project):  ^ 


Type  of  Work  (Claim):  O-P 


r 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection* 


1 


T 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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tTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments  t  S) 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3«  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

?.  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15-  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments 


Page  _i_  of  JL  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


!  CASE 
•  INFO 


•  PROJECT 
FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  33  37  0 
Name  of  Contractor  fia. 

Base  Lutc€ j  AT. _ 

Paragraph  No.  /3.  JJLL 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _ 

Time  Extension  requested 


Date 


Page  No. 


__  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  */600 

Amount  of  award  $_  n/a _ 

m/a  ( days )  Awarded  (days 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  T 'AC. 

Size  of  Contract:  $  2/2 Z.&Q  COE  involvement:  Yes _ No 

Type  of  Work  (project):  _ \t  M<a _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  ~  u(«.f»*on  (reo/r}  J _ . 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. ..  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13 •  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

l?.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 
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Claim  Catego: 
Additional  C! 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractpr's  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior  * 

Experience  / 

9-  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor’s 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  1  R+r  i  r\'f"£ASuie~d  -ft>  1 

~tr>  Ul&A-  / 


bg=-jh 

7u! 


ta.c$ .  cuncl 


1 

if iq  of-  hi  5  ul 


6 


c 

Page  /  of  _ (_  Pages 


CASE 

INFO 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Entitlement  ^  Both  E&Q  ^  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  ^  Amotmt  of  award  $ 

Time  Extension  requested  oIa  (days)  Awarded 


:  PROJECT 
FEATURES 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country :  /TMuxa^Davs  Required  MAJCOM:  v-T a 0. 

Size  of  Contract:  $  i  ^  n  ? _ COE  involvement:  Yes _ No  \/ 

Type  of  Work  (project): 

alKaflft _ 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim )  ^  ^  ,vt^< 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous.  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5-  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  Z 

9*  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal”  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the; 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ I 

13-  Over zealous  1 

inspection-  I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19-  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories  (contd..) 
Additional  Claim  Categries  t 


PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Comments  t  ^ 

^  C-O  J 


“QutXii.of  p6-v~  -7~  '£<*■ 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9- 

10. 


Need  for  Change  Order 

Poor  Criteria  at  the 
Start  of  Design 

Need  for  Addendum 

Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

Absence  of  the 
Contractor's  Supervisor 

by 


Poor  Documentation 
Contractor 


Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

Adversary  Relationship 
Change  in  Inspectors 


jL 

Z 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  t  *?iZf 


.■  I'.V.'A"'-*.  -*J  .  F.  .»■  t  . 


Page 


;  CASE 
:  INFO 


: PROJECT 
! FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


Of 


w.u'  I'fiM  ii  ■■  'f  .»  :■  .»■ 

Pages 

CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No. 


Name  of  Contractor 
Base  ‘Dtfygv, 


22.7^? 


f- 

Paragraph  No. 


S&Lls. 

___  Page  No. 


Date  Case  Heard  Me?  !l.  H  7? 

Li»T€.  Con^bruthton  Co ** 


JlfVlL 


dgfOSij  Vol.  No. 


79~/ 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ /  Ktr  __ 

Time  Extension  requested 


Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_ 
Amount  of  award  $_  m/a 


Sob.  so 


n/a  ( days )  Awarded 


( days ) 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  /  Mech  _  Civil  _ _  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country: _ Days  Required  ISO  MAJCOM:  M AC 

Size  of  Contract!  $ _  9»  3?  2.  COE  involvement!  Yes _ I 

Type  of  Work  (project):  _ C4*0*-*,r  -e-lec.-ft-.  cbs+r. 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim  )i  _ ‘ 


r-ejgo- 

*  II 


II 


C>Vi 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  3 n  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knov ledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 


23- 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 


CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 


25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Del* 


PERTINENT 


Comments 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5«  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15 •  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


K-H- 


I  «aVu(o£. 


Comments  * 


■pppppih 

Page  l  of  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
3ATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  Heard  ift  lilQA ,/  33 

Name  of  Contractor  1.  *H>  ■  <She>vpig. _ 


Base  AffT^x/IPage  No.  Vol.  No.  1^1-1 

Paragraph  No.  l~5Pfocj> 


Amount  of  award  $_ 

^  f(\  ( days  )  Awarded  '  F I  ft  ( days ) 


4%: 


Entitlement  1/  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  AO) 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  ^  “  *  1  ^ 

Time  Extension  requested  __ 


J3/US. 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil 

Area  of  the  Country  Days  Required 

Size  of  Contract*  $  ^McO~7(^ _ .  COE  involvements  Yes 


_  Struc  _ 

MAJCOMs 


No  \jS_\ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  fH<au tifeuaHcf  Pa , >yfa n» £?_ /*f£7/  ^5 

m -  _  x*  /  m  _  ^ \  .  O  •  -  J .  A 


Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  Pa\ *-h *.j 


1..  Ambiguous:  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3-  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 
Interpretation 


I 


5- 

6. 

7- 


Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

Differing  Site 
Conditions 


8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 
.  Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 


J. 


CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 


23- 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments  s-^/HTer  <*.  btuMuq  A 


fr  reiu/rej  ^  reuycrfe  /  f- 


ERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of  / 

Inspectors  v 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  v  , 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  v 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts*  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Page  of  Page.s 


Lin 


Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  (CgfljJjX  FB&j 
Paragraph  No.  \  ?»£ 


Date  Case  Heard 


l  S'*!' 


■  ■  1  '  ■  >  Uf  .  ■■■■■  ■■  ■  ■  ■  1 

lfa>age  No.  ^#£>4  0  Vol.  No. 


Entitlement  ty'^Bath  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_^e 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  Amount  of  award  $  A* / ft 

Time  Extension  requested  /Of ft  ( days )  Awarded  M M 


’days ' 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Disciplines  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  i/ 

Area  of  the  Coxmtrys  Days  Required  _  MAJCOMs 

'Size  of  Contracts  _ COE  involvements  Yes _ No_j, 

Type  of  Work  (project):  0/tenor  Agjn'feuftftge  hinh  i^y  cf  /iFMudft 
Type  of  Work  ( Claim  )t  ’  P«.» «  +)  n  e,  _ _ _ . 


CLAIM 

IATEG0R3ES 


'l*.  Ambiguous:  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7-  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _____ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _____ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  __ 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 

Additional  Claim  Categries:  R&.uxCeJt  eotf'b'o.c'far  C&  f*\  '+*£><' U. 
ben  ctvdi  ref>iur^t«,ei\f~s 


Comments 
•  2 Pe 


S  :  r^xvi  cr-  irt-ltng  oq iqT',  Middle QC5  3  ^ 

O  £  €.<j /n  co»i^raf7,  prepare  fur-Tacp-^rp^f  jy  wfr 


cforoi^zr  M? 

\tjtSr~  b  f<vs  <?  q 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 


3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5«  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 


A 

J 


6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 


7-  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

i 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ l 


10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11. 

12. 

13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


Lack  of  Coordination 
Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

Change  in  the 
Contractor’s 
Supervisor 

CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

Problems  with 
Government -Pumishe  d 
Equipment 

Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

Air  Force  Personnel 
Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts i 


Comments i 


u 


Page <3  of  S 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  ^ 
Bill 


ASE 

TNFO 


*0JECT 

2ATURES 


JLAIM 
kTEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  Heard 

Name  of  Contractor  triAti  44  .  s6hoh-fs^ 


i  y  *uu  2j 


Base  C3>.va AES , <Jh Page  No.  ASlWfl  Tol.  No.  2SLJ. 
Paragraph  No. 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  ) 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  ✓  Amount  of  award  $  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  h*  \Pt  ( days  )  Awarded  f ft  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country Days  Required  W/W  MAJCOM: 

Size  of  Contract:  $  COE  involvements  Yes_ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  flairife* i*ce.  Pcuirh*^  en  ftFH  Unufs 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim ) :  PoiiA  "ftM _ . 


No  / 


lv Ambiguous.  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8 .  Changes  in  Specs . 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 


j L 


11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Over zealous 

inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

l?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l  . 

Work 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments 


nts  :  7j<o6ue/v»«n  ZAl~e*\  clewed  d  tforcU  (Jm 
,'~r  Karr  ktr  ~fo  a 


P  tb  chow*?  ;S  U)  tu  C. 


accem  Ucjr'^ 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3*  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5-  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  \/ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts : 


Page  sj__  of  Pages 


/i  *  r^Trv»r  tt^TiT 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contrac 

tor'"! 

Base  <TP.m£> 

Wi  !SJ 

Date  Case  Heard  _ C  0  ^^-4 


Page  No.  CT4-C  Vol.  No.  W 


Paragraph  No 


OJECT 

ATURES 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt .  /  Ktr  _  *  Amount  of  award  $  OLlOi 

Time  Extension  requested  f^fA-  (days)  Awarded  ^ j 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _ _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country:  /^|'Aj^/*Days  Required  _  MAJCOMj  _ 

Size  of  Contract:  &  Q<Jts3/TO  ■  COE  involvement:  Yes_ 
Type  of  Work  (project):  nftf 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  _ . _ 


I. .  .  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 
Interpretation 

5*  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

rEGORIES  g.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the> 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

.  Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fr&ud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Page  J5_  of  J5l  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


» l**  .  *v  •- 

Lin  ^ 
Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ASBCA  Case  No.  pQc fr/Vn 
Name  of  Contractor 

•Base  (^2utZLO^JflX^ 
Paragraph  No. 

Entitlement  ^  Both  E&Q 
Who  wpn?  Govt .  /  Ktr  _ 

Time  Extension  requital 


Date  Case  Heard  7 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No.  M9-! 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 
Amount  of  award  $  ^  lfi{ 

)  f fir  ( days  )  Awarded  '/V/A 


days 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


|  CLAIM 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  _ _ 

Area  of  the  Country!  Days  Required  /£ MAJCOMi 

Size  .of  Contract!  $  COE  involvement!  Yes  No 

Type  of  Work  (project):  Wfli-t. 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  r*<**£c^ _ _ _  . 


CATEGORIES* 


1.  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7-  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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PERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories ( eontd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries  t 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 


3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexp  lienee  of 

Inspectors 


12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor ' s 
Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 


6. 


Absence  of  the 
Contractor's  Supervisor 


14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 


7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 


Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 


8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


~7 


16. 


Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

Air  Force  Personnel 
Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 


Comments  1 


Page  j£of  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  Heard 

Name  of  Contractor  Mads  C-o  n  ^4v*u.c.  4Vo 

Base  cA  Page  No.  V 

Paragraph  No.  5 


Nau.  30,  /?7g 


Vol.  No.  ~7?-< 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  -k C  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_  1  HZ.  Z? 

Who  won?  Govt.  Ktr  ; _  Amount  of  award  $  / 6^0.7 $ 

Time  Extension  requested  Kj/A  ( days )  Awarded  _ ( days ) 

Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  MAr 

Size  of  Contract!  $_  *y.8  n  _  COE  involvements  Yes _ No  / 

Type  of  Work  (project) i  _ 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim )i  ~ _ £Pr t*  A/-*-*—  he.**.  <4  r _ , 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 
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PERTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Comments 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9-  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor ' s 
'  Supervisor 

13.  CC  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

k .-Hr 


Comments  * 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Page  _L_  of  _JL_  Pages 


Lin  N_ 
Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  A3  I 
Name  of  Contractor 
Base  pypuav  pvpp 
Paragraph  No.  13 £d 


Date  Case  Heard 


Vol.  No. 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q 

Who  won?  Govt.  _  Ktr  _j 

Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 
Amount  of  award  $  } 
i  a  ( days )  Awarded  . 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline!  Electr 


Mech 


Civil 


Struc 


Area  of  the  Country ! AUiJ£<t'Days  Required  /jj/t.  MAJCOM: 


Size  of  Contract:  $^£2c2 
Type  of  Work  (project)! 
Type  of  Work  (Claim)  i 


COE  involvements  Yes 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3-  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 
Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

?•  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9«  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the: 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

!His  Authority 

1? •  Inspector  Improperly 
i Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Comments 


PERTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  « 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts : 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

' Government-Furnished 
Equipment 

15-  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


•us&a. 


Page  rJ  of  ^3  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin'NjL. 

fiill 


ROJECT 

EATURES 


CLAIM 

ATEGORIES 


Entitlement  ^  Both  E&Q  Dollar  Amt .  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  ^  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $ _ 

Time  Extension  requested  (days)  Awarded 


Design  Discipline.  Electr  ^  Mech  _  Civil  _  Strhc 

Area  of  the  Country j^Ww^Days  Required  Afa  MAJCOM. 

Size  of  Contract i  jfe.iqj  _ COE  involvements  Yes_ 

Type  of  Work  (project)  i  AMnaJ-k  arjMDf><£  ^;n 
Type  of  Work  (Claim).  uxrm 


No  k" 


1.  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the' 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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RTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  s 

'i 


Comments 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


[•Tel 


*OJECT 

2ATURES 


Design  Discipline  :  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country :  Days  Required  til^L  MAJCOM:  ^ 

Size  of  Contract*  iy=; .  COE  involvement  Yes. 

Type  of  Work  (project):  jjLJ*^L»&4en. 

Type  of  work  (Claim),  ^ 


JLAIM 

ITEGORIES 


1..  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5*  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9«  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25-  Improper  T  for  C 
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RTINENT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5-  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the  j 

Contractor's  Supervisor  jv. 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  12 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  t  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12 .  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  “'.Viner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments : 


’age 


SE 

FO 


JECT 

TURES 


MM 
2GORIES 


of 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  _j/ 


ASBCA  Case  No.  33381  Date 

Name  of  Contractor  _ 

Base 


No. 


Paragraph  No.  l ly 8 2.  V 


7  PafeT 


Case  Heard  /U-,'1  %  1311 
Carpera/too/?  TTwe.. _ 


4^306  Vol.  No.  7*?  -/ 


Entitlement  /  Both  EScQ 
Who  won?  Govt.  «/  Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  r>o+~ 

Amount  of  award  S  HjA  _ 


( days )  Awarded 


( days ) 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  i/ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  A  FSC-» 

Size  of  Contract:  $  H7.j 3^3 _  COE  involvement:  Yes _ No  </* 


Type  of  Work  (project): 
Type  of  Work  (Claim):  __ 


f>+>rrhjj£ 


&  \Ajo*r^kou<£K 


7 


Ik  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7-  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


_Z 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments 


TINE  NT 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3-  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

?.  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 

+  Jln6UA>(n«<  OA 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


<  vxtiole~ 


Page 


of 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


'ROJECT 

EATURES 


CLAIM 
ATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  i 


Date  Case  Heard  Q 


Name  of  Contractor  A)a.->u  _ _ 

Base  £^uuLQ5jg»  Page  No. 

Paragraph  No. 


Vol.  No. 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  i  \  o K _ 

Who  won?  Govt.  ^  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $ _ ^ _ 

Time  Extension  requested  t'lA  (days)  Awarded  i*>ia  (days) 


Design  Discipline t  Electr 


Mech 


Civil 


Struc 


Area  of  the  Country i  5  Days  Required  til  a  MAJCOMj  Arc. 

Size  of  Contract  i  $  lArvors _ COE  involvement  Yes _ No. 

Type  of  Work  (project) i  ,-/£/?  <gj ur  /v>/As  /aJ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim) t 


//. 


/• 


W 


1»  Ambiguous.  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3*  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs . 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  hid  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the' 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


ERTINENT 

FACTS 


Comments  t  <3^)  /fSO\ 

'***&*.  sheJiJ  / 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

6.  Contractor’s  Prior 
Experience 


d 


9- 

10. 


Adversary  Relationship  _ 

Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments » 


Pag®  _l_  __L  Pages 


Lin 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  j  s 
Name  cf  Contractor 
Base  iKrt^?.  3 
Paragraph  No. 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No, 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  ✓  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.' _ Ktr  Z'  Amount  of  award  $  p 

Time  Extension  requested  (days)  Awarded 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline  1  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  i — ' 

Area  of  the  Country Days  Required  MAJCOMi  f\t<L 

Size  of  Contract*  $\3 Lr^f)  rr\n  COE  involvement*  Yes  < — No 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)  *  "TriW- ml  j.  ■!?.«»  quoaju  utaiia 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I . .  Ambiguous  Specs .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  ~ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  \J 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  ___ t 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9*  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the' 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  I 

13.  Overzealous  1 

inspection*  I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

K*.s  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriest 


Comments  t 


PERTINENT 

FACTS 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 
A/£  C*k£M*T 

Comments  1 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the  * 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government  -Fumis  he  d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

1  Co) /&■ 


l AjUU? 


Page 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  _*/ 


ROJECT 

EATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  3 3.7 90 
Name  of  Contractor  Pa 

Base  Ca-Mrio w  ^  MM _ 

Paragraph  No.  13. 3¥*? 


Entitlement  .A  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_ 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $__0_ 

Time  Extension  requested  n/A  ( days )  Awarded  A// 


5*.  OOO 


'  days 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _ Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country!  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  T~A  C 

Size  of  Contract!  $  // 431^^00  COE  involvement*  Yes  J  No _ 

Type  of  Work  ( project)!  _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)!  '  ^ore>r!ha _ . 


CLAIM 

ATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Claim  Categcries(contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments : 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor' 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor' 3  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  ir.  the 

Contactor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts « 


tt-h-  -failed  ±0  read 

__as _ a  s^hele. . _ 


-Kfcr. 


UJCL< 


cpla 


gJl 1^- 


Comments : 


u 


Pi’*GO  _J  -  of  _ |_  Fages 


CAS L  REVIEW  FOR M 


Lin  _ 

Bill  tX 


ASBCA  Case  No.  I  Date  Case  Heard  S'B 

Name  of  Contractor  YnM<.Ww=i  V\ous-g.  BUui-h'/'c  Co  r-f>o reunion 

Base  £cj f i’n  }  FL _  Page  No.  £5T,  9&S  Vol.  No.  "7  ff  -3L 

Paragraph  No.  ^3> V7/ 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  3.33. VO 

Who  won?  Govt.  _  Ktr  /  Amount  of  award  $  ujA _ 

Time  Extension  requested  NfA  (days)  Awarded  n/A  (days) 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _  Struc  / 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  A^rS C 

Size  of  Contract:  $  jOQ _ COE  involvement:  Yes _ No _ * 

Type  of  Work  (project):  _ ri»  c<ay><j  i-f  To  w  4 rcn/ts-Pgr* 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  j?*y» po^txA-i an 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3-  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 
Interpretation 

5-  Impossibility  of 
CLAIM  the  work  described 

ATEGORIES  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9-  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12 .  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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/ 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments 


e>\"  Rz^u\ft4  fc'-kml 


PERTINENT 
FACTS 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

?•  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  , 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor’s 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Go  vemme  nt  -Furnis  he  d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  t 


280 

I 


’  \  A.  -:r 


Page  _1_  of  _J_  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  ✓ 
Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


Date  Case  Heard  iq 


ASBCA  Case  No.  ro-2A0n 
Name  of  Contractor  htftTr\Ru^vrr\?LVtcoi^iy'>,KV--, 


Base  'fift>,-»s<M_Pu  &PTS  Trrt 
Paragraph  No.  i-vjnm 


Page  No.  Vol.  No.  qft-A 


Entitlement  N  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt,  -h  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  r?> _ 

Time  Extension  requested  (days)  Awarded  i>\p,  (days) 


_  St rue  N 

majcom:  axr. 


Design  Discipline i  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil 

Area  of  the  Country:  AMjf  Days  Required  uU\ 

Size  of  Contract:  $  ^  unn _  COE  involvement*  Yes _ NoV: 

Type  of  Work  (project):  ^cloa _ lihiTiixj _ 


Type  of  Work  (Claim):  got/^L  co/  jz/k"  q\{^» 


1..  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3*  Conflicts  in  Specs. 


I 


4. 

5- 

6. 


Differences  in 
Interpretation 

Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 


Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in 'specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  Overzealous 

inspection* 


J 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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ERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 

Comments  t 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  , 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 


11.  lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in ‘the 

Contractor’s 

Supervisor 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

cuds  cIjU* 


Comments  1 


/ 


Page  I  of  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ASBCA  Case  No. 


Name  of  Contractor 


Base  B 
Paragraph  No. 


o.  J23 Ml _  Date  Case  Heard 

ractor  ‘Denaldl  6&eA  rT><j  ht- 
Vnom.  TgjCav  Page  No.  6*4 


Vol.  No.  7S-| 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  /  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  3?6¥.£0 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  /  Amount  of  award  $  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  IH  (days)  Awarded  /¥  ( days ) 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  %/ 

Area  of  the  Country*  _  Days  Required  13.6  MAJCOM*  T AC 

Size  of  Contract*  $  33 ;  731 _  COE  involvements  Yes _ No_j 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  £.ons-Vr- uc.4-  f -P<sx-» ( i*-f 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  dg.wol»5lnwa  V>n*cJ<  v^> oA\ g _ * 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3-  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


CMahu 


Comments i 


PERTINENT 

FACTS 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5 .  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Go  ve  mme  nt -Fumis  he  d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  1 


ov-l.  *tl 


I <fr» 


Page  3  of  M  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  Nc. 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  Sen^-J-npvH  ^  *T> 
Paragraph  No .  1**> . 


_  Date  Case  Heard  AfrU  3n;i<n2 

GoodnijM- _ 

Page  No.  Afr.gg.4  Vol  No.  7 2>-\ 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $ _ 

Who  won?  Govt.  Ktr  -  Amount  of  award  _ 

Time  Extension  requested  _ /  ( days )  Awarded  _ O 


'days 


Design  Discipline i  Electr 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ 

Size  of  Contract:  $  3. 8j ' 

Type  of  Work  (project):  _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  _ * 


Mech 


Civil  _  Struc  ✓ 


Days  Required  13 0  MAJCOM:  "TAC 

73.)  _ COE  involvement:  Yes _ No 

_ I  a,4-ri  l>‘-f 

* _ ‘trysail  urinals 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3*  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 
Interpretation 

5*  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7*  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9»  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17*  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

19-  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 

Comments  :  _ 


EMINENT 

PACTS 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts:  _ 

_ v\*cr.*,$cury 

Comments:  _ dug 


.11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Purnishe d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


I44r»  dc-l« 
o-c4-i  on,. 

[h BdrjWamce 


4 


/ 

r 


Page  3  of  H  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ASBCA  Case  No.  .230*/ 

Name  of  Contractor  _ j 

Base  BfergvVron\,  Tjpc<ti 
Paragraph  No.  t  3.  /*? 2 


l _  Date  Case  Heard 

>onajel  Goc€jni<\hb 


Page  No. 


Vol.  No.  18-1 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  /  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  ($€£ 

Who  won?  Govt.  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  (5 _ 

Time  Extension  requested  *7  ( days )  Awarded  ( days ) 


.days 


’ROJECT 

EATURES 


Design  Discipline:  Electr  _  Mech  _ Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country:  _ Days  Required  MAJCOM: 

Size  of  Contract:  $  33.734  _  COE  involvement:  Yes _ No_ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  _ Co rue*  (aA-r)nt°  If 4- fes 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  peurt-f-  s _ , 


CLAIM 

ATEGORIES 


1-  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5*  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

l?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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PERTINENT 
FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Aolirtj 


Comments  s 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Neod  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13*  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  with 

Gove  r nme nt -Fur nis  he  d 
Equipment  _ 

15 •  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 


Comments  1 
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CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Page  *T  of  7  Pages 


Lin  _ 

Bill  ^ 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  Date  Case  Heard  Ap  rii  3n  . 

Name  of  Contractor  &oo£nicM¥ _ _ 

Base  T V/.O.S  Page  No.  Vol.  No.  Tfc-I 

Paragraph  No.  /I. / f  3- 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  ./  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  N.6tv«n 

Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  <25 _ 

Time  Extension  requested  3  4  ( days  )  Awarded  ^  ( days ) 

Design  Discipline  i  Electr  _ _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  Z' 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  *T~ frC. 

Size  of  Contract*  $  *l&fY2A _ COE  involvement*  Yes _ No. 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ (cufviw^  4a*P»4M»r 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  ‘  p<xy -hr  worfc 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Over zealous 
inspection* 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd.) 

Additional  Claim  ‘Categriesi  C  WaCS 


Comments  * 


Entitlement  i^*  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $Jjx ' 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  Amo  tint  of  award  $  nin _ 

Time  Extension  requested  _ ( days  )  Awarded  viiA 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech* _ Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  d&.  Days  Required  MAJCOM*  £ 
Size  of  Contract*  $  COE  involvement*  Yes_ 
Type  of  Work  ( project )  un mCc 
Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  lira gnljaaa  *1 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


1*.  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

3.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

l?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries : 


Comments  :  a)  -cJ^JZd  /'ulaxzj  sj^ho^  svuh  u^ccatec/ 

^>1  Sj^  !X ^^Ly2.  tl ^ £&*'■ 

J  ,  ~  T  t'  J  J  \  )  J.  ~*n7Z 


PERTINENT 
FACTS 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3*  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor’s  Supervisor  _ 

7 •  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts: 


OU l*~vy 

11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor’s 
Supervisor 

13 .  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments : 
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Page  _]_  of  _J_  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  Z 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 


Name  of  Contractor 
Base  8  eaje.  f  C»J 


__  Date  Case  Heard 
Yancey  Gt^panv 


Aj>r\  1 


n,  ms 


JSCVX^Y 


Page  No.  C/J  3 /a  Vol.  No.  7<T  - 1 


Paragraph  No. 


Entitlement  _Z  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  Ho,  VfH 


Who  won?  Govt.  _z.  Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


Amount  of  award  $  $ 


N{A  ( days  )  Awarded  n/A  ( days  ) 


Design  Discipline*  filectr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _  Struc  / 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  3&C 

Size  of  Contract:  $  3.03.j3fe>0  COE  involvements  Yes _ No _ 

Type  of  Work  (project):  r^wovt  ■»  1  nrV-iU  A 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  ‘  ‘ 


rAMflvs*. 


1,  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3*  Conflicts  in  Specs. 


4. 

5. 

6. 


Differences  in 
Interpretation 

Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 


Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

7-  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection* 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

1?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

19*  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23-  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Claim  Ca  tegories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments i 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9-  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Pacts  1 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 

-fo 


_ gLoptcrnlm  .unctrj-w'rtty 


Comments  1 


Page 


of 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  _  Date  Case  Heard  1*^  r  ts 

Name  of  Contras  ior  uj  rr\i^fj?.  Cts  ^str-uotum^  Cj^ _ 

Base  \oyfek  AEfr  -  Page  No.  kJ ^Q) _ Vol.  No.  3SjlL 

Paragraph  No.  _ 


Entitlement  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  .tm  xu  .  i  U 

Who  won?  Govt.  _ Ktr  Amount  of  award  $  13  1a 

Time  Extension  requested  'V*-  ( days )  Awarded  *Va  (days) 


Struc 


Design  Discipline  i  Electr _ Mech  _  Civil _  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  _  MAJCOM:  A^C., 

Size  of  Contract:  $  IsM  imh  COE  involvement:  Yes  No 
Type  of  Work  (project):  ajjauafr-aau _ 


Type  of  Work  ( Claim ) :  cxz&iLtiajaj&-  c\i*x.a.t..xcnk,\\  y  afcZAauafftX. 

Un  VM.R.  UtATH  Foo^A(5»\  io  M5 


lv  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9*  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13 •  Overzealous 
inspection* 


I 


1 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 
25*  Improper  T  for  C 
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PERTINENT 

PACTS 


Claim  Categories  (contd.-) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor  _ 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 


Comments  1 


I 


Page 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 
IATEGORIES 


Of 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  t/ 


ASBCA  Case  No.  33.17  3.  Date  Case  Heard  Mevi.  33  *77 


Name  of  Contractor 
Base 


R-Hj  R.oo£met  ,  Xw£, 


Paragraph  No.  I2j 


Page  No.  62.67V  Vol.  No.  78-/ 


Entitlement  /  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_3^2^3 L_ 

Who  won?  Govt.  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $_  /y/t 

Time  Extension  requested  N{a  ( days )  Awarded  a/4  ( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _ Struc  f 

Area  of  the  Country*  _  Days  Required  _  MAJCOMs  ATC 


Size  of  Contract*  $_ 
Type  of  Work  (project)* 
Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  __ 


5  2,  ado 


COE  involvements  Yes 


No 


wtijC .  jp/qfj 
w»c-Fctl  wo  rk 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the' 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection* 


J. 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Re  jecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23*  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 
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Pi.  A*  LENT 
FACTS 


Claim  Categories ( contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facte i 
conCAmxn*  dOrv^-UAio 
Comments  t  _ **  tUfe  af 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

1 L.  Change  in  the 
Contractor's 
Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished  . 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Page  |  of  J _  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  «- — 
Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 


ASBCA  Case  No.  ^$<^2 

Date  Case  Heard  v^PP  ■>  ^ 

Name  of  Contractor  P?*c\A 

\5 1 1?  r  Crs  . _ 

Base  fcta  \/*i  Page  No.  !«o.*i.C  Vol.  No. 

Paragraph  No. 

Entitlement  ^  Both  E&Q 

Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $^nn 

Who  won?  Govt,  v/  Ktr 

Amount  of  award  $  tiia 

Time  Extension  requested  (days)  Awarded  t 1  r\  (davs) 

Design  Discipline  1  Electr  1/  Mech  Civil  Struc 

Area  of  the  Country*  M^TDays  Required  MAJCOM*  avc  , 

1  Size  of  Contract*  imu 

COE  involvement*  Yes  No  v/  1 

_ _ _ _ 

1..  Ambiguous  Specs.  _ ! 

14.  Improper  Liquidated 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 1 

Damages  . 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  1 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

4.  Differences  in  3 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

Interpretation  _ 1 

His  Authority  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  1 

l?.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

5  6.  Inaccurate  tech.  ' 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

data  in  specs.  1 

Directing  Work  _ 

7‘  Differing  Site  ! 

Conditions  * 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ . 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

9.  Challenges  in  the  1 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 1 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

10.  Owrier  had  superior  1 

knowledge  _ 1 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work  _ 

11.  Failure  to  give  1 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

access  to  the  1 

work  site  _ - 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ I 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

13 •  Overzealous  1 

inspection-  _ 1 

1  1 
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’ERTINENT 
FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 

Ct* 

Comments 


\ 

_ _ _ 

i^.r^AZa' 

zzz zmz« 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15*  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 

^MArnxjCtJUJ _ 


Comments  1 


«.  J 


Page  _J_  of  _ L  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ROJECT 
EATURES  ' 


ASBCA  Case  No.  CUV  32  Date  Case  Heard 


Name  of  Contractor  _ 

Base 


CY& _ £»«i-b»t<c.4-toh  Co. 


S*pf  2o.  'n 


Page  No.  Lr.,  as  7  Vol.  No.  77*‘ 


Paragraph  No 


IXP^L 


Entitlement  _ _  Both  E&Q  _ Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $_ 

Who  won?  Govt.  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  NfA 

Time  Extension  requested  M jA  ( days )  Awarded  _ 


tf,6ao 


( days ) 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  Me  oh  _  Civil  _ Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM* 

Size  "of  Contract*  $  N.G  » _ COE  involvement:  Yes  v^No _ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  r**Ka.N&*il»4q*tdfi  c&-  n  AorvnG 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  wa*~l<. _ . 


LAIM 
VTEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


I 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 •  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 


23. 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 


CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 


25.  Improper  T  for  C 
(continued) 
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ERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


Comments : 


C.O  X*M|» 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5*  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 


I  11.  Lack  of  Coordination 
‘  Between  the  Contractor 
1  and  Subcontractors 

,  12.  Change  in  the 
Contractor's 
1  Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 
'  the  Method  or  Manner 

•  of  Performance 


6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 


14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 


7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor’s  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16 .  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 


K+r- 


t 


Manuel 


Comments : 


Page 


of  .3  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No.  rO nq 
Name  of  Contractor 
Basely  grp*  gam  ftp; 
Paragraph  No.  < 


Date  Case  Heard 


yim  Page  No. 


Vol.  No. 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  v  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  ^  Ktr  _ _  Amount  of  award  $_  r, 

Time  Extension  requested  nia _ ( days  )  Awarded  ^ 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _  Struc  ^ 

Area  of  the  Country*  /^agT Days  Required  MAJCOM*  ^f\o. 

Size  of  Contract*  _ COE  involvement*  Yes  ✓  No 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  a  gA^miAifte.v  liTog?. 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)  ^*blv  Lkn.i-  u: 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I . .  .  Ambiguous  Specs . 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 
knowledge 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the- 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13-  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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Claim  Categories(contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Catcgriesi 


’ERTINENT 


Comments  s  j&rZh  . 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3-  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

5-  Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts  j 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 

Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments : 


Page  _s£i_  or  ^ 


Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base 

Paragraph  No.  vo «-i > 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No . 


Vol.  No, 


CASE 

INFO 


Entitlement  ^  Both  E&Q  _  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim 

Who  won?  Govt.  ^  Ktr  _  Amount  of  award  $  cfi 

Time  Extension  requested  _ ( days  )  Awarded 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


Design  Discipline :  Electr  _  Mech  _^"Civil  _  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  flibe/f  Days  Required  MAJCOM:  Y P\C 

Size  of  Contract:  $  2  ?  3.^  %/  0  COE  involvement:  Yes  t^~No 

Type  of  Work  (project):  Cy*£fcut*£t  _ 

Type  of  Work  (Claim):  tAftirntPTr.Ty.^ _ C-'p 1  inr.i  u->?gz.  uncoi 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs  .  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5-  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9-  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship  _ 

13 •  Overzealous 

inspection-  _ I 


14 .  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15-  Inspector-caused  Delay  Z 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17-  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23*  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C  _ _ 

(continued) 
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PERTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 


Comments i 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7*  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  __ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts » 
v 


CC  /KM-, 


l  11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 
Contractor's 
Supervisor 

13 •  CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14 .  Problems  with 

Go  vernme  nt  -F^irnis  he  d 
Equipment 

15-  Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO  __ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Comments  t 


Page  of  .1  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


ASBCA  Case  No.  e2Q5±LLi-3a2iQ2 1  Date 
Name  of  Contractor  P>  • 

Base  TX  Page  No. 

Paragraph  No.  _ 


Date  Case  Heard 

'so 


3i(  n 


Vol.  No. 


Entitlement  V  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  ^  Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  ^ Iff 

_  Amount  of  award  $ 

_ H _ ( days  )  Awarded  _ O  ( 


days 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _ Civil  _ Struc 

Area  of  the  Country:  Days  Required  Ha~o  MAJCOM* 

Size  of  Contract*  $  *>,  2-1  2,  S/0  COE  involvement*  Yes_^ 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  ft  Or^roi.-^gvy _ 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim ) *  luiwimre  v 


>wcba 


1*  .  Ambiguous.  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 
3-  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 
inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages  _ 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority  _ 

17*  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

18 .  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors  _ 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

24.  Improper  T  for  D  _ 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 


307 


PERTINENT 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3.  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

i 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 
/H&t. 


Comments  1 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

14.  Problems  with 

G 0 ve rnme nt -Furnis he d 
Equipment 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

1 6.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Page  l  of  I  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No. 

Name  of  Contractor  Sp< 
Base  George  ,  Cajif, 
Paragraph  No. 


_  Date  Case  Heard  Suly  *7  t7ll 

icer'  *  "Soriel  Gene.m.1  C.on-t- m.c^rerf 
Page  No.  fct.  Vol.  No.  "77-3 


Entitlement  >/  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  J  Ktr  _ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $  H-m.  33 

_  Amount  of  award  $_  H/A _ 

n/a  ( days )  Awarded  n/A  (days’ 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  _Z  Struc  _ 

Area  of  the  Country*  _ Days  Required  _  MAJCOM*  TAC 

Size  of  Contract*  $  Lj  IHH  !  COE  involvement*  Yes _ No  / 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  _ -hrutM. 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)  t  Ar'ite.wa.y _ . 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


I. .  Ambiguous  Specs.  _ 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs.  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs.  S 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs.  _ 

7.  Differing  Site 

Conditions  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs.  _ 

9*  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge  _ 

II.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 

work  site  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship-  J. 

13 •  Overzealous 

inspection-  _ I 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 
Damages 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16. i  Inspector  Acting  Outside 
His  Authority 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19*  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 

or  Gross  Errors 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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I 


EMINENT 


PACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categriesi 

Comments  j  _ 

1.  Need  for  Change  Order  _ 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design  _ 

3.  Need  for  Addendum  _ 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector  _ 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors  _ 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7.  Poor  Documentation  by 

Contractor  _ 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience  _ 

9.  Adversary  Relationship  _ 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors  _ 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts  1 
Comments » _ Q.**  vt>r<j>Ai 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  with 

Government-Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 

Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 

'  ,  i 

Mp4.  »?gacs  _ 


'V . 


Page  _J_  of  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CATEGORIES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  _ 

Name  of  Contractor 
Base  AFT*)) 

Paragraph  No.  IQL 


Date  Case  Heard 


Page  No. 


Yol.  No 


Entitlement  _  Both  E&Q  Dollar  Amt .  of  Claim  $ 

Who  won?  Govt.  Ktr  _  Amount  of  awt.rd 

Time  Extension  requested  ( days )  Awarded  ± 


Design  Discipline*  Electr  kS Mech  _  Civil _ Struc  . 

Area  of  the  Country*  Days  Required  ill#  MAJCOM*  ~T< 

Size  of  Contract*  &  i QSOCOl  COE  involvement  Yes 

Type  of  Work  (project)*  JfUufc* 

Type  of  Work  (Claim)*  'i/aJuP  Juterfi&L+J)  /dOO£(A< 


1 .. . Ambiguous  Specs . 

1 

14. 

Improper  Liquidated 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

Damages  _ 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

1 

15. 

Inspector-caused  Delay  _ 

4.  Differences  in 

1 

16. 

Inspector  Acting  Outside 

Interpretation 

1 

His  Authority  _ 

5.  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

1 

1 

17. 

Inspector  Improperly 

Rejecting  Work  _ 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

1 

1 

18. 

Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work  _ 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

1 

I 

19. 

Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work  _ 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

-  J 

20. 

Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

9*  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

1 

21. 

CO  Acting  Improperly  _ 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

1 

22. 

CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work  _ 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 

1 

23. 

CO  Improperly  Rejecting 

Work  _ 

access  to  the' 

1 

work  site 

24. 

Improper  T  for  D  _ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 

~l 

25. 

Improper  T  for  C  _ 

inspection 

_ 1 

1 

(continued) 

Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries: 


AAs. 


PERTINENT 

PACTS 


| 

i 

I 


Comments  s 

{  &ktA+  T  C-~)  1  | 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3*  Need  for  Addendum 


4. 


5- 

6. 

7. 

e. 

9- 

10 


Poor  Documentation 
by  Inspector 

Inexperience  of 
Inspectors 


Absence  of  the 
Contractor's  Supervisor 


14. 


Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 


J- 


15- 


Contractor's  Prior 
Experience 

Adversary  Relationship 


16. 


Change  in  Inspectors 


Lack  of  Coordination 
Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors 

Change  in  the 
Contractor's 
Supervisor 

CO  Directs  Change  in 
the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance 

Problems  with 
Government -Furnished 
Equipment 

Use  of  Improper 
Communication 
Channels  by  CO 

Air  Force  Personnel 
Performing  Contractor 
Duties 


Additional  Pertinent  Facts : 

-  •  ..  * 


PjvqMl+*4  MJttL  tfajrttJIdPJkCr  'moSmSSJ 


rage 


rages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill  lX 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


ASBCA  Case  No.  'IQ!  6  3  Date  Case  Heard  My  Y;  /977 

Name  of  Contractor  Sh-trk.Jm.U 1  »$+*-**. cJ-/o+if  Car P  . 

Base  M[ac,A  !  II  f  FL  .  Page  No.  0^ g  77  Vol.  No.  77-Z 
Paragraph  No.  f2.  3 


Entitlement  V  Both  E&Q 
Who  won?  Govt.  /  Ktr  __ 
Time  Extension  requested 


_  Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  ti.  Hi.n 

Amount  of  award  $  N/A _ 

W  ( days  )  Awarded  ( days  ) 


Design  Discipline!  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  Struc  _ _ 

Area  of  the  Country!  _  Days  Required  f&O  MAJCOMi  T~/fC 

Siz-  of  Contract!  $  &T,  *787  COE  involvement!  Yes _ No  S 

Type  of  Work  (project) t  __ _ rat^*-*** 

Type  of  Work  ( Claim )i  ' _ t>»clU  ck»<>t/*«ag_ 


CLAIM 

CATEGORIES 


1*  Ambiguous  Specs. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

4.  Differences  in 

Interpretation 

5.  Impossibility  of 

the  work  described 

6.  Inaccurate  tech. 

data  in  specs. 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

9.  Challenges  in  the 

"Or  Equal"  area 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

knowledge 

11.  Failure  to  give 
access  to  the 
work  site 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13.  0verzealou3 

inspection- 


14.  Improper  Liquidated 

Damages 

15.  Inspector-caused  Delay 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

His  Authority 

1?.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 

Directing  Work 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 

Stopping  Work 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects,' 

or  Gross  Errors  1 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly  1 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt’l  1 

Work  \ 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting! 

Work 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

(continued) 
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■ERTINENT 

FACTS 


Claim  Categories (contd. ) 
Additional  Claim  Categries* 


Comments  t 


1.  Need  for  Change  Order 

2.  Poor  Criteria  at  the 

Start  of  Design 

3«  Need  for  Addendum 

4.  Poor  Documentation 

by  Inspector 

5.  Inexperience  of 

Inspectors 

6.  Absence  of  the 

Contractor's  Supervisor 

7-  Poor  Documentation  by 
Contractor 

8.  Contractor's  Prior 

Experience 

9.  Adversary  Relationship 

10.  Change  in  Inspectors 

Additional  Pertinent  Facts* 


11.  Lack  of  Coordination 

Between  the  Contractor 
and  Subcontractors  _ 

12.  Change  in  the 

Contractor's 

Supervisor  _ 

13.  CO  Directs  Change  in 

the  Method  or  Manner 
of  Performance  _ 

14.  Problems  with 

Government -Furnished 
Equipment  _ 

15.  Use  of  Improper 

Communication 

Channels  by  CO  _ 

16.  Air  Force  Personnel 

Performing  Contractor 
Duties  _ 


Comments  1 


314 


'2clo? 


Page  or  _sH=.  Pages 


CASE  REVIEW  FORM 


Lin  _ 

Bill 


CASE 

INFO 


PROJECT 

FEATURES 


CLAIM 


ASBCA  Case  No. 


Date  Case  Heard 


At, 


% 


Name  of  Contractor  S/?eWc^<a*/e.  Con'i+mc  -h'**  Cjs^i 


£  If 77 


T 


Base  FL  Page  No. 

Paragraph  No.  . /VgT-3L— 


Vol.  NO.  -77  -z 


Entitlement  /"  Both  E&Q 

Dollar  Amt.  of  Claim  $ 

3176 

Who  won?  Govt.  ^  Ktr 

Amount  of  award  $  N/A 

Time  Extension  requested 

j  f 

Hr  A-  (days)  Awarded 

( days ) 

Design  Discipline*  Electr  _  Mech  _  Civil  St rue  _ 

Area  of  the  Country:  _  Days  Required  f%Q  MAJCOM:  *7~#-C_ 


Size  of  Contract:  $_  &7,  787 


Type  of  Work  (project): 
Type  of  Work  (Claim):  _ 


COE  involvement:  Yes _ No 

fAfCLtr  C »«**»**«* 9 


¥ 


1 


u 


1 ..  Ambiguous:  Specs . 

1 

14.  Improper  Liquidated. 

2.  Omissions  in  Specs. 

1 

Damages 

— 

3.  Conflicts  in  Specs. 

1 

15*  Inspector-caused  Delay 

■ . . . 

4.  Differences  in 

1 

16.  Inspector  Acting  Outside 

Interpretation 

1 

His  Authority 

" 

5-  Impossibility  of 
the  work  described 

1 

1 

17.  Inspector  Improperly 
Rejecting  Work 

6.  Inaccurate  tech, 
data  in  specs. 

1 

1 

18.  Inspector  Improperly 
Directing  Work 

?.  Differing  Site 
Conditions 

1 

19.  Inspector  Improperly 
Stopping  Work 

8.  Changes  in  Specs. 

___  I 

20.  Fraud,  Latent  Defects, 
or  Gross  Errors 

9.  Challenges  in  the 
"Or  Equal"  area 

1 

21.  CO  Acting  Improperly 

10.  Owner  had  superior 

1 

22.  CO  Directing  Addt'l 

Work 

knowledge 

— 

11.  Failure  to  give 

1 

23.  CO  Improperly  Rejecting 
Work 

access  to  the< 

1 

— 

work  site 

24.  Improper  T  for  D 

mmm — ___ 

12.  Poor  Workmanship 

13*  Overzealous 

~l 

25.  Improper  T  for  C 

— 

inspection- 

1 

_ L_ 

(continued) 

f  / 

/  y; 


.. 
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APPENDIX  E 


CASE  INFORMATION,  PROJECT  FEATURES,  CLAIM  CATEGORIES 
AND  PERTINENT  FACTS  RESULTING  FROM  THE  DATA  COLLECTION  STEP 


A.  Case  Information 

1.  Basis  of  decision  (entitlement/both  entitlement 
and  quantum) 

2.  Case  outcome  (government  or  contractor  won  case) 

3.  Amount  of  claim  ($) 

4.  Amount  of  award  ($) 

B.  Project  Features 

1.  Design  disc. cline 

2.  Area  of  the  country 

3.  Major  command 

4.  Size  of  contract  ($) 

5.  Type  of  work  (project) 

6.  Type  of  work  (claim) 

C.  Claim  Categories 

1.  Delays 

2.  Ambiguous  specifications 

3.  Omissions  in  specix’ications 

4.  Conflicts  in  specifications 

*  5.  Degree  of  performance  required  was  beyond  contrac¬ 

tual  requirements 

*  6.  Constructive  change  occurred 

7.  Contracting  officer  (CO)  improperly  rejecting  work 

*  These  items  were  not  on  the  case  review  form. 
They  were  added  as  "additional  items." 


8. 

Government  failed  to  give  access  to 

provide  utility  service 

the  work  site  or 

*  9. 

Errors  in  design 

10. 

Differing  site  conditions 

11. 

Inspector  acting  outside  his  authority 

*12. 

CO  improperly  withholding  payment 

*13. 

Misunderstanding  of  a  submittal 

*14. 

Overzealous  inspection 

*15. 

Nontimely  performance  of  contractor 

duties 

16. 

CO  acting  improperly 

D.  Pertinent  Pacts 

.1.  Poor  workmanship 

*  2.  Delay  in  asserting  a  disagreement  during  performance 

*  3*  Inadequate  site  investigation 

*  4.  Failure  by  contractor  to  read  contract  documents 

adequately 

*  5 •  Incorrect  sampling  procedures 

6.  Inexperience  of  inspectors 

7.  Poor  documentation  by  inspectors 

*  8.  Change  In  COs  during  project 

9.  Use  of  improper  communication  channels  by  CO 
*10.  Contractor  personnel  problems 

11.  Lack  of  coordination  between  contractor  and  sub¬ 
contractors 

12.  Contractor’s  previous  experience 
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*13.  Contractor  reliance  on  trade  practice  as  a  guide 
*ll».  Problems  with  warranty  work 

*15.  Contractor  failed  to  clarify  patent  ambiguities 
*16.  Government  failed  to  perform  services  stated  In 
contract 

17.  Absence  of  contractor's  supervisor 
*18.  Problems  with  submittals 

*19.  Contractor  delayed  in  taking  necessary  action 

20.  Contractor  underestimated  size  of  contract 

21.  Change  of  contractor's  supervisors 

22.  Change  in  inspectors 

23.  Adversary  relationship  between  contractor  and 
government 

*24.  Problems  with  additive  or  bid  schedule 
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APPENDIX  P 
VARIABLE  CODE  LIST 


Code 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 


Code 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

3 

4 


Analysis  Factor 
Basis  of  Decision 
Claim  Category 
Design  Discipline 
Area  of  the  Country 
Major  Command 
Type  of  Work  {project) 
Amount  of  Claim 
Award  Amount 
Size  of  Contract 

Subcategory 

Basis  of  Decision: 
Entitlement 

Basis  of  Decision: 
Entitlement  +  Quantum 

Claim  Outcome: 
Contractor  Won 

Claim  Outcome: 
Government  Won 

Design  Discipline: 
Electrical 

Design  Discipline: 
Mechanical 

Design  Discipline: 
Civil 

Design  Discipline: 
Structural 


Code  Subcategory 

1  Area  of  the 
Country:  North¬ 
east  U.S. 

2  Area  of  the 

Country:  South¬ 
east  U.S. 

3  Area  of  the 

Country:  Midwest 
U.S. 

4  Area  of  the 

Country:  West 
U.S. 

1  Major  Command 

(MAJCOM) :  TAC 

2  MAJCOM:  SAC 

3  MAJCOM:  MAC 

4  MAJCOM:  Other  j 

1  Type  of  Work 

(Project):  New 
Construction 

2  Type  of  Work 

(Project): 
Additions 

3  Type  of  Work 

( ProJ  ect ) : 
Alterations 

4  Type  of  Work 

(Project): 

Repairs 

1  Claim  Amount  less 

than  $5000 
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Code  Subcategory 


Code  Pertinent  Pacts 


r 


2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 


Code 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 


Claim  Amount  Between 
$5,000  and  $20,000 

Claim  Amount  Between 
$20,000  and  $50,000 

Claim  Amount  Over 
$50,000 

Award  Amount  Less 
Than  $1,000 

Award  Amount  Between 
$1,000  and  $10,000 

Award  Amount  Over 

$10,000 

Size  of  Contract 
Less  Than  $100,000 

Size  of  Contract  Between 
$100,000  and  $1  Million 

Size  of  Contract  Over 
$1  Million 

Claim  Category 

Delays 

Error  in  Design 
Differing  Site  Conditions 
Changes 

Ambiguous  Specifications 

Omissions  or  Conflicts 
in  Specifications 

Contracting  Officer 
Acting  Improperly 


0  No  Pertinent  Facts 

1  Contractor  Failure 
to  Read  the  Con¬ 
tract  Documents 
Adequately 

2  Inadequate  Site 
Investigation 

3  Contract  Delay 
in  Taking  Neces¬ 
sary  Actions 

4  Contractor  Prob¬ 
lems  with  Additives 
or  .-Bid  Schedule 

5  Contractor  Under¬ 
estimated  the  Size 
of  the  Job 

6  Problems  with 
Warranty  Work 

7  Government 
Management 

8  Contractor  Manage¬ 
ment  Activities 

9  Contractor  Reliance 
on  Previous  Exper¬ 
ience  or  Trade 
Practice  as  a 
Guide 

10  Problems  with 
Submittals 


V, 


>  -  2 


7 
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Code  Name 


Pull  Title 


ADDITIVE 

ADDTN 

ALTER 

AMBIG 

BOTH 

CHANGES 

CIVIL 

COPROB 

DELAY 

DIPPSC 

ELEC 

ENTLMT 

ERROR 

PAILREAD 

FR1T10T 

FR5T20T 

-FR20T50T 

FR100T1M 

GOVT 

GOVTMGT 

KTR 

KTRDELAY 

MECH  . 

KTREXP 

KTRMGT 

MIDWEST 

MAC 

NE 

NEWCONST 

NONE 

| 

OMISS 

OTHER 

OVERIOT 

OVER50T 

OVER1MIL 

REPAIR 

SAC  1 

SE 

SITEINV 

STRUC 

SUBMITTAL 

TAC 


Additive 

Additions  Projects 
Alterations  Projects 
Ambiguous  Specification  Claims 
Both  Entitlement  and  Quantum 
Changes  Claims 
Civil  Engineering  Projects 
Contracting  Officer  Problem  Claims 
Delay  Claims 

Differing  Site  Conditions 
‘Electric  Engineering  Projects 
Entitlement  Only 
Error  Claims 

Failure  of  Contractor  to  Read  Speci¬ 
fications  Adequately 
Award  Amounts  from  $1,000  to  $10,000 
Claim  Amounts  from  $5,000  to  $20,000 
Claim  Amounts  from  $20,000  to  $50,000 
Contract  Size  from  $100,000  to  $1 
Million 

Government  Won  Cases 

Government  Management-Related  Problems 

Contractor  Won  Cases 

Contractor  Caused  Delays 

Mechanical  Engineering  Projects 

Contractor’s  Experience 

Contractor  Management -Related  Problems 

Projects  in  Midwestern  United  States 

Projects  in  MAC 

Projects  in  Northeastern  United  States 
New  Construction  Projects 
No  Pertinent  Facts  Found  In  Case 
Related  to  the  Claim 
Omission/Conflict  Claims 
Other  Major  Commands 
Award  Amounts  Over  $10,000 
Claim  Amounts  Over  $50,000 
Contract  Size  Over  $1  Million 
Repair  Projects 
SAC  Projects 

Projects  In  Southeastern  United  States 
Inadequate  Site  Investigation  by 
Contractor  Prior  to  Bidding 
Structural  Projects 
Problems  Related  to  Submittals 
TAC  Projects 


Code  Name 


Full  Title 


UNDEREST 

UNDER IT 
UNDER 5 T 
UND10CT 
WARRANTY 
WEST 


Contractor  Underestimates  the  Magni¬ 
tude  of  the  Project 
Award  Amounts  Una^r  $1,000 
Claim  Amounts  Under  $5,000 
Contract  Size  Under  $100,000 
Warranty  Related  Problem 
Projects  in  the  Western  United  States 


THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE  FOR  GOVERNMENT  WON  VERSUS  CONTRACTOR  WON  CASES 


TABLE  H-2 

THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE  FOR  BASIS  OF  DECISION 


TABLE  H-3 

THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE  FOR  DESIGN  DISCIPLINE 


TABLE  H-4 

THREE-WAY  CONTINGENCY  TABLE  FOR  AREA  OF  THE  COUNTRY 
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APPENDIX  I 

OTHER  SOURCES  OP  AIR  FORCE 
CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACT  INFORMATION 
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The  Design  and  Construction  System  (DEACONS) 


The  DEACONS  program  is  a  computerized  management 

\ 

information  system  which  is  managed  by  Air  Force  Construc¬ 
tion  (USAF/LEEEC),  with  terminals  at  most  major  command 
headquarters  and  Air  Force  Regional  Civil  Engineer  (AFRCE) 
offices.  It  maintains  status  information  on  Major  Con¬ 
struction  Program  (MCP)  projects,  as  well  as  selected  other 
projects  (such  as  non-appropriation  funded  projects)  which 
are  expensive  or  unique  enough  to  warrant  high-level  moni¬ 
toring  (2).  DEACONS  is  mainly  an  Air  Force  program,  although 
some  Air  National  Guard  and  Air  Force  Reserve  projects  are 
kepf.'in  the  system. 

Capabilities  of  the  System 

The  Information  In  DEACONS  is  on  the  structure  of 
the  old  Air  Force  Form  1959,  which  was  updated  at  base  level 
to  reflect  project  status  for  the  types  of  projects  now  main¬ 
tained  In  DEACONS.  DEACONS  includes  all  of  the  1959  data 
items,  with  a  few  additions  (see  Table  1-1  for  a  partial 
listing).  DEACONS  information  is  updated  by  the  MAJCOMs  and 
AFRCEs,  through  their  terminals.  Information  in  DEACONS 
covers  the  entire  life  of  the  project,  from  initial  design 
authorization  to  financial  completion. 

Old  projects,  which  were  initiated  prior  to  the 


TABLE  1-1 


PARTIAL  LIST  OP  DEACONS  DATA  ITEMS* 

Project  Description 

Installation 

MAJCOM 

Size  of  Project 
Design  Agent 
Construction  Agent 
Type  of  Design 

-  Design  Dates:  Scheduled  versus  Actual 

-  Costs:  Scheduled  versus  Actual 

Government  Cost  Estimates  for  design  and  construction  costs. 
Includes  basic  costs  and  basic  costs  plus  additives. 

Bid  Information 

-  Number  Received 

-  Dollar  Amounts  of  those  received 

-  Low  Bidder,  2nd  Lowest  Bidder,  Highest  Bidder 
Additives 

-  Description 

1 

-  Bids  versus  Award 

1 

Award  Date:  Anticipated  versus  Actual 
Bid  Remarks 

Construction  Time:  Estimated  versus  Actual 

*  Adapted  from  a  description  of  the  DEACONS  system 
supplied  to  the  authors  by  APLC/DEEC. 
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I 


1 


TABLE  1-1  -  Continued 

Changes 

-  Reasons  for  Change 

-  Description  of  Change 

-  Number  of  Changes 

-  Cost  of  Changes 
Beneficial  Occupancy  Date 
Liquidated  Damages 
Number  of  Pending  Claims 


339 


establishment  of  DEACONS  (1981),  are  handled  either  one  of 
two  ways  (2).  If  the  project  is  not  complete,  the  1959-type 
information  is  transferred  to  a  DEACONS  file.  If  the  proj¬ 
ect  is  complete,  its  final  status  information  is  trans¬ 
ferred  t;o  a  "history  tape."  The  history  tape  is  a  record 
of  old  projects,  going  back  as  far  as  ten  years,  which  Is 
maintained  on  a  time-sharing  computer  system  in  San  Antonio, 
Texas .  ( 

‘  To  gain  information  from  DEACONS,  the  user  develops 
his  own  program  which  extracts  and  inputs  data  in  a  set 
format  and  sequence.  Later,  by  using  commands  associated 
with  that  program,  he  can  get  information  designed  to  answer 
narrow  questions  (on  a  single  program;,  or  wide-scope  ques¬ 
tions  (on  the  status  of  many  projects).  For  example.  If  the 
user  wished  to  obtain  information  on  all  projects  with  more 
than  four  change  orders,  he  could  develop  a  command  for 
"four  change  orders,"  based  on  the  program  he  had  developed. 
For  single  projects,  it  is  a  useful  way  of  obtaining  a  com¬ 
plete  record  of  the  history  of  an  entire  area,  such  as  design 
progress  or  work  completion  schedule. 

Deficiencies  of  DEACONS 

As  of  March  1982,  DEACONS  had  not  been  successfully 
implemented  In  its  entirety  (5).  There  were  several  major 
commands  that  had  not  yet  received  a  DEACONS  terminal. 

Those  which  had  a  terminal  were  forced  to  restrict  their 
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input  time  to  as  little  as  two  hours  per  week.  Also,  the 
DEACONS  system  appears  to  suffer  from  some  of  the  same 
restrictions  which  hurt  the  1959  system:  a  lack  of  serious 
support  at  lower  levels  of  command.  Finally,  the  time¬ 
sharing  program  for  the  history  tape  makes  access  to  infor¬ 
mation  on  older  cases  difficult. 

Contract  Folder 

The  contract  folder  is  maintained  by  the  contracting 
officer.  Unlike  DEACONS,  which  is  restricted  by  certain 
kinds  of  projects,  contract  folders  are  prepared  by  COs  for 
every  construction  contract  which  is  done  at  a  particular 
base.  The  purpose  of  the  folder  is  to  gather  information 
which  the  contracting  officer  might  need  to  administrate  the 
contract. 

The  folder  is  divided  into  six  sections  (see  Table 
1-2).  The  six  sections  are  organized  along  the  chronologi¬ 
cal  line  of  the  stages  of  the  project.  Any  pertinent  infor¬ 
mation  from  each  stage  of  the  project  is  entered  into  the 
applicable  section  of  the  folder.  For  example,  bidding 
information  goes  in  section  A  of  the  folder. 

When  a  project  (contract)  is  completed,  the  contract 
folder  is  usually  kept  in  storage  for  up  to  eight  years, 
and  then  destroyed.  This  points  out  one  of  the  weaknesses 
of  using  contract  folders  for  construction  contract  research. 
Retaining  contract  information  through  physical  storage  is 


TABLE  1-2 


SELECTED  CONTRACT  POLDER  ITEMS* 

Section  A:  PRE-CONTRACT  DOCUMENTS 

-  Number  of  contracts  held  by  the  contractor  who  won 

the  last  six  months 

-  Dollar  amount  of  bids  submitted  by  each  bidder 

-  Length  of  Contract 

-  Government  Price  Estimate 

-  Submittal  Checklist 

-  Breakout  of  Liquidated  Damages  rates 

Section  B:  CONTRACT  AND  MODIFICATIONS 

-  Whether  or  not  it  is  a  multiple  procurement  contract 

-  Labor  Surplus  Area  data 

-  Type  of  Contract 

Section  C:  CORRESPONDENCE 

-  Contract  Administrators 

-  Project  Engineers 

-  Performance  Dates 

-  Notice-to-Proceed  Date 

-  Date  Submittals  are  Due 

-  Performance  Period 

-  Cost  Breakdown 

Section  D:  CONTRACT  PROGRESS  DOCUMENTS 

-  Contract  Progress  Schedule 

-  Contract  Progress  Report 

Section  E:  PAYROLL,  LABOR  COMPLIANCE,  AND  PAYMENT  RECORDS 
Section  F:  DRAWINGS 

*  Adapted  from  AFLC  Form  295,  April  1979. 


more  difficult  than  through  a  computerized  system  (such  as 
JURIS  or  DEACONS). 

Another  weakness  of  contract  folders  as  a  research 
source  is  that  the  researcher  must  travel  to  the  particular 
base  where  a  project  took  place  in  order  to  examine  the 
folder  on  that  project.  Unless  the  researcher  is  willing  to 
travel  extensively,  he  will  not  be  able  to  perform  a  suit¬ 
able  comparison  of  projects  across  the  Air  Force. 

The  contents  of  contract  folders  do  not  vary  exten¬ 
sively  from  contract  to  contract.  There  is  a  standard  list 
of  items  which  serves  as  the  table  of  contents  for  each 
folder  (AFLC  Form  295,  April  1979).  Although  some  items 
might  be  absent  when  the  projects  are  smaller  and  do  not 
require  extensive  documentation,  the  general  structure  of 
the  contract  folder  will  not  change. 

Project  Folders 

The  project  folders  are  somewhat  similar  to  the  con¬ 
tract  folder.  However,  project  folders  are  maintained  by 
civil  engineering  personnel  in  the  Engineering  section. 

Since  the  responsibility  for  maintaining  documentation  on  a 
contract  falls  mostly  on  the  contracting  officer  (associated 
with  the  fact  that  the  contracting  officer  bears  ultimate  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  insuring  that  the  project  is  successfully 
completed  by  the  contractor),  the  project  folders  are  usu¬ 
ally  not  as  comprehensive  or  as  uniform  as  the  contract  fold¬ 
ers. 
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With  the 'exception  of  some  formal  requirements,  the 
items  in  the  project  folder  vary  from  project  to  project, 
according  to  the  style  and  customs  of  the  particular  proj¬ 
ect  engineer  or  inspector  who  prepared  the  folder.  The 
project  folder  contents  are,  however,  slanted  towards 
inspection  status  reports,  correspondence  between  Engineer-  ' 

ing  and  the  contractor,  and  other  documents  relating  to  the 
specifications  and  drawings.  Records  of  meetings  between 
the  contractor  and  government  engineer  or  inspector  are  often 
included  as  well.  Finally,  a  copy  of  the  ''boiler  plate” 

(standard  introductory  section  of  the  specifications)  and 
the  specifications  are  often  included  in  the  project  folders. 

The  life  span  of  a  project  folder  is  very  unpre¬ 
dictable.  Some  folders  may  be  discarded  immediately  after 
the  contract  has  been  completed;  others  might  be  held  for  a 
year,  while  still  others  might  be  held  for  up  to  seven 
years.  This  characteristic,  as  well  as  those  listed  above, 
make  the  project  folders  fairly  unsuitable  for  use  as  a 
source  of  construction  contract  research  information.  Also, 
the  project  folders  share  some  undesirable  characteristics 

l 

with  the  contract  folders:  they  are  not  computerized  and 
require  extensive  travelling  to  gather  Air  Force-wide  infor¬ 
mation.  ’ 
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